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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

AIR FORCE REAL PROPERTY AGENCY

• JUN 3 0 2004

MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION LIST

FROM: AFRPAIDD-McClellan
3411 Olson Street
McClellan CA 95652-1003

SUBJECT: Submittal of the Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) Initial Parcel
Record of Decision #1 (7 Sites), Final Copy (DSR #51 15)

1. Attached is the final version of the LRA IP ROD #1(7 Sites) (DSR #511-5). This is a
primary document with a due date of 1 July 2004. Since this document has already undergone
the agency review and signature process, no comments are required at this time. The Air Force
wishes to thank each of the participating agencies for their support as the Air Force completes its
first cleanup ROD at the former McClellan Air Force Base. This was a successful team effort for
all involved in the process. The next step will be the preparation of the corresponding remedial
action work plans and commencement of site cleanup in accordance with this ROD.

2. If there are any questions regarding this document, contact Steve Mayer, 643-0830 x 224.

PAUL G. BRUNNER
BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Attachment:
LRA Initial Parcel ROD #1 (7 Sites), Final Copy
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SECTION 1

Declaration

1.0 Site Name and Location
This Record of Decision (ROD) is for seven sites at the former McClellan Air Force
Base (McClellan or Base).

Department of the Air Force
Air Force Real Property Agency
Former McClellan Air Force Base
McClellan, CA 95652
CERCLIS Identification Number: CA4570024337

The seven sites are located in 3 of the 11 operable units (OU) that are used to facilitate site
management at McClellan —OU A, OU B, and OU H. The sites are listed below with the OU
and Investigation Cluster (IC) that each site is within, and Work Information Management
System Identification:

• SA 003 (OU B, IC 3), SD 181
• SA 035 (OU A, IC 25), ST 198
• SA 041 (OU A, IC 26), SS 202
• SA 091 (OU A, IC 43), SS 243
• PRL 5-014 (OU A, IC 26), SD 099
• PRL S-033 (OU B), SS 118
• PRL S-040 (OU H), SD 125

1.1 Statement of Basis and Purpose
This decision document presents the selected remedy for the seven sites located at
McClellan in Sacramento, California. This ROD addresses only non-volatile organic
compounds (non-VOC) in soil at seven sites within the Initial Parcel. The remedies in this
ROD do not address VOC contamination in soil and groundwater that may be present at
these sites. All seven sites will be evaluated in future RODs for soil and groundwater to
determine if response actions are required for VOC contamination. Non-VOCs include
semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOC), metals, and petroleum hydrocarbons. As defined
for this ROD, SVOCs include polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH), polychiorinated
biphenyls (PCB), and pesticides. Petroleum hydrocarbons include two primary classes of
compounds: total petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel (TPH-D) and as gasoline (TPH-G).
Although most of the specific compounds that constitute TPH-G are volatile, TPH-G as a
class of compounds is addressed in this ROD. This ROD does not address the specific
compounds that constitute TPH-G (most significantly benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and
xylenes) or non-VOC contamination in groundwater, nor does this ROD address
radiological compounds.

RDD/040290007 (CLR2462.DOC) 1-1
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IfTPH contamination at a site is commingled with other contaminants regulated under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA), then the TPH contamination is addressed in this ROD with the non-VOC
contaminants. If commingling of TPH and CERCLA contaminants is not evident, then the
remedy for that site is identified as No Action in this ROD and the TPH contamination is
addressed under State requirements.

The Air Force and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) selected the soil
remedial actions in accordance with the CERCLA as amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 42 USC 9601 et seq., and with the National
Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Part 300 (National Contingency Plan [NCP]). The Administrative Record contains the
documents used in the selection of the soil remedial actions and is available for review at
McClellan.

1.2 Assessment of the Sites
As a result of past industrial activities, releases of hazardous substances have contaminated
soil at Study Area (SA) 003 and Potential Release Location (PRL) S-014. At SA 003, metals
contamination is commingled with TPH contamination in soil; and at PRL S-014, PCB
contamination is present in soil. Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from
these sites presents a potential threat to public health, welfare, or the environment, if not
addressed by implementing the response actions selected in this ROD.

At sites SA 035, PRL 8-040, PRL S-033, SA 041, and SA 091, the Air Force has determined
that for non-VOC contamination in soil, no action is necessary for the protection of human
health and the environment.

1.3 Description of Selected Remedy
The seven sites are located in the Initial Parcel. The sites in the Initial Parcel were screened
and grouped, and subsequently evaluated in the Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA)
Initial Parcel Feasibility Study (FS) #1 to expeditiously move through the FS and ROD
processes. The Initial Parcel has a high reuse potential and has been targeted for early
transfer.

For SA 003 and PRL 8-014, the cleanup strategy for non-VOCs in soil is to eliminate the
contamination in soil to protect human health and the environment. The selected remedy for
the soil contamination at PRL S-014 and SA 003 is Alternative 3A as described in the Initial
Parcel FS #1. Under the selected remedy, the major components include the following:

• Contaminated soil will be excavated. The cleanup levels support unrestricted use of the
property (e.g., concentrations in soil equivalent to a carcinogenic risk of 1 x 10-6 for each
contaminant).

• At PRL S-014, approximately 290 cubic yards of contaminated soil will be removed.
Approximately 2,600 cubic yards of contaminated soil will be removed from SA 003.

• Field screening and/or laboratory analysis may be used to guide excavation activities.

1-2 RDD/040290007 (CLR2462.DOC)
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• EPA-certified lab analysis will be used for data gap resolution, confirmation sampling,
and waste characterization purposes.

• Contaminated soil will be disposed offsite at a Class I or II landfill. Waste stream profile
sampling of the excavated materials will be conducted to make the determination.

• The excavation void will be backfilled with clean soil.

The selected remedy provides the best approach for cost-effective risk reduction. It will
provide protection to human health and the environment by physically removing
contaminants from the site, thereby minimizing any residual risk.

In addition to SA 003 and PRL 5-014, the Initial Parcel FS #1 evaluated remedial alternatives
for two other sites, SA 035 and PRL S-040.

• Although evaluated for a remedial alternative in the FS, the isolated detections of the
contaminants of concern (COC) identified at SA 035 are not likely to have significant
impacts to human health and the environment. Furthermore, the Air Force performed
additional characterization and limited excavation of the contaminated soil during
December 2003, subsequent to completing the FS. COCs include a variety of chemicals,
compounds, and elements present at concentrations that exceed screening criteria for
potential impacts to human health and the environment. The Air Force has determined
that no action is required for non-VOCs in soil.

• PRL S-040, also evaluated in the FS, is solely contaminated with fuel-related compounds.
There is no CERCLA authority to address contamination that is solely fuel related,
therefore No Action will be taken. However, the contamination will be remediated
under state requirements. Because the TPH contamination at PRL S-040 is not
commingled with CERCLA contaminants, details regarding the characterization of
contaminants and risk at this site are provided in Appendix B rather than in the Decision
Summary (Section 2) of this ROD.

The Air Force and EPA have also determined that no action is required for non-VOCs in soil
at the remaining three sites included in this ROD because either a removal action has
occurred to protect human health and the environment (PRL S-033) or no non-VOC COC
are identified at the site (SA 041 and SA 091).

Additional sites descriptions and the remedial alternative discussions are presented in
Sections 2.4,2.6, and 2.7.

1.4 Statutory Determinations

1.4.1 PRL-S-O14andSAOO3
The selected remedy for non-VOCs in soil at PRL S-014 and SA 003 is protective of human
health and the environment, complies with Federal and State requirements that are
applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, is cost effective, and utilizes
permanent solutions, to the maximum extent practicable. The selected site remedy does not
satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element of the remedy because
costs to achieve the same risk reduction using treatment are significantly higher.

RDD1040290007 (CLR2462.DOC) 1-3
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This remedy will not result in non-VOC hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants
remaining onsite above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.
Therefore, a five-year review will not be required for this remedial action. However, if the
remedial action has not been implemented, the next five-year review would include a
review of these sites. Specifically, the Technical Assessment for each site would ascertain
what actions are still required and whether the remedy is protective of human health and
the environment. In the event the remedial action cannot achieve the ROD remedial action
objections (RAO), an amendment to the ROD or a ROD Explanation of Significant
Differences (ESD) would be performed to resolve the discrepancy.

1.4.2 SA 035, SA 041 and SA 091

The Air Force and EPA have determined that no action is required for non-VOCs in soil at
SA 035, SA 041, and SA 091 to protect human health and the environment.

1.4.3 PRL S-033

The Air Force and EPA have determined that no action is required for non-VOCs in soil at
PRL S-033 because a removal action has occurred to protect human health and the
environment. Non-VOC hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants are not
remaining onsite above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.
Therefore, a five-year review will not be required at PRL S-033 based on the previous
removal action.

1.4.4 PRL S-040

The Air Force and EPA have determined that no action is required under CERCLA for non—
VOCs in soil at PRL S-040 because PRL S-040 is solely contaminated with fuel-related
compounds. Sites contaminated with fuel-related compounds are excluded from CERCLA
requirements. Therefore, the Air Force will remediate the fuel-related contaminants under
State requirements. Because the TPH contamination at PRL S-040 is not commingled with
CERCLA contaminants, details regarding the characterization of contaminants and risk at
this site are provided in Appendix B rather than in the Decision Summary (Section 2) of this
ROD. With the exception of Appendix B, PRL S-040 is not discussed further in this ROD.

1.5 Data Certification Checklist

The following information is included in "Section 2 -The Decision Summary" of this ROD.
Additional information can be found in the Administrative Record file for the Base.

• Chemicals of concern and their respective concentrations [Section 2.41

• Baseline risk represented by the chemicals of concern [Section 2.4 and Appendix A]

• Current and reasonably anticipated future land use assumptions and current and
potential future beneficial uses of groundwater used in the baseline risk assessment and
ROD [Section 2.4]

• Cleanup levels established for chemicals of concern and the basis for these levels
[Table 2-61

• How source materials constituting principal threats are addressed [Section 2.8]

1-4 RDD/040290007 (CLR2462.OOC)
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Key factor(s) that led to selecting the remedies [Section 2.91]
-

• Estimated capital; annual operation and maintenance (O&M); and total present worth
costs, discount rate, and the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are
projected [Section 2.9.3]

• Potential land use that wifi be available at the sites as a result of the selected remedies
[Section 2.9.4]

1.6 Authorizing Signatures
The USEPA and the Air Force concur and accept the selected remedy and or remedies as
described in this ROD:

United States Air Force

Kathleen H. JohnsoI
Chief, Federal Facility and Site Cleanup Branch
EPA, Region 9

State of California

The State of California, Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and the Central
Valley Regional Water Quality Board (RWQCB) had an opportunity to review and comment
on the Initial Parcel #1 ROD and our concerns were addressed, with one condition.
Considering past uses and existing sampling and analysis, DTSC has the continuing concern
that while site PRL S-014 is suitable for industrial/commercial use, the site may not be
suitable for unrestricted use. If unrestricted use is proposed for this parcel, DTSC will work
with the future owner/user to obtain the additional data to assure safe reuse.

Anthony J. Landis, P.
Chief, Northern California Operations
Office of Military Facilities
Department of Toxic Substances Control, California EPA

zQ,
Date

RDD/040290007 (CLR24621.DOC) 1-5
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SECTION 2

The Decision Summary

2.0 Site Name, Location, and Description
McClellan is located in Sacramento County, 7 miles northeast of downtown Sacramento,
California (CERCLIS Identification Number CA4570024337). It comprises approximately
3,000 acres and is bounded by the city of Sacramento on the west and southwest, the
unincorporated areas of Antelope on the north, Rio Linda on the northwest, and North
Highlands on the east. A location map is shown on Figure 2-1. This ROD focuses on seven
sites within the Initial ParceL a portion of the Base with high re-use potential. The locations
of the seven sites within the Initial Parcel are shown on Figure 2-2. The Initial Parcel is
comprised of 526 acres with the seven sites consisting of 22 acres. Because the TPH
contamination at PRL 5-040 is not commingled with CERCLA contaminants, details
regarding the characterization of contaminants and risk at this site are provided in
Appendix B rather than in the Decision Summary (Section 2) of this ROD. PRL S-040 is not
discussed further in this ROD.

The predominant current land uses at McClellan are industrial, aviation, and residential.
Open areas also present are not currently used for any of these purposes. Most of the land
surrounding McClellan is zoned for low-density residential and agricultural use. Land
parcels designated for commercial, office, and industrial use are interspersed around the
Base and are used for shopping centers, office complexes, and warehouses.

In the past, most of the industrial facilities were located in the southeastern part of the Base.
The southwestern part has both industrial and storage areas. The far western part of the
Base has environmentally sensitive vernal pools and wetlands. Between these wetlands and
the taxiways, an open area occurs that was used historically for industrial waste disposal
pits, and a series of engine test cells is located there. Aircraft parking areas and washracks
are located in the northeastern area of the Base. Current and proposed land uses at
McClellan do not differ significantly from those used while McClellan was an active
military installation. Four of the six (CERCLA contaminated) sites addressed in this ROD
are located on the eastern side of the Base, while two of the sites are located in the southern
and western parts of the Base. The use of the facilities at the sites included both industrial
operations and storage areas. Further site characteristics are is presented in Section 2.4 of
this ROD.

2.1 Site History and Enforcement Activities

2.1.1 Site History
McClellan was an active industrial facility almost since its dedication in 1936, when it was
called the Sacramento Air Depot. Operations changed from the maintenance of bombers
during World War II and the Korean conflict to the maintenance of jet aircraft in the 1960s.

RDD/040290007 (CLR2462.DOC) 2-1



0 4000

SCALE IN FEET

Works Consuftet Final McClellanAFB PflS/EIR, July1991; California StateAutomobileAssociadonGreater Sacramento, Northern Area.

copyrigtt 1993; Thomas Brothers Maps, TheThomas Guide, 1994 Sacramento County. copyright 1994.

LEGEND
I'' / I INITIAL PARCEL

E062003004R0D_988 (1/23/04)

FIGURE 2-1
LOCATION OF FORMER
McCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE
LRA INITIAL PARCEL RECORD OF DECISION #1
FORMER McCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

McClellan AR f 54R8 Paue 17 of 375

I

I



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 18 of 375

FORMER Mc LLL --

a

SAC tWosernite\Groups\SACeIS\Mcaffi_Arcview\Mc_sites.apr Sites 01-20-2004

1/

P..

;NnitiaiPa!1
0 1000 2000 Feet

V

FIGURE 2-2
SITES INCLUDED IN THIS
RECORD OF DECISION
LRA INITIAL PARCEL RECORD OF DECISION #1
FORMER McCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA



SEC11ON 2THE DECISION SUMMARY

McClellan AR # 5488 Page 19 of 375

More recently, operations were expanded to include the maintenance and repair of
communications equipment and electronics. A summaryof the history of Base operations is
provided in Table 2-1. On July 221987, McClellan was officially added to the National
Priorities List (NPL) by the EPA. In 1995, the Congressional Base Realignment andClosure
Committee recommended closure of McClellan; and on July 13, 2001, McClellan was closed
as an active military facility.

TABLE 2-1

History of Base Operations
Former McClellan Air Force Base Initial Parcel Record of Decision Groun

Period Types of Operations Hazardous Material Facilities/Activities

Pre-1936 Farm and rangeland None
1936-1939 Base construction Demolition and construction

1939-1946 Aircraft maintenance,
modification, and repair

Disposal pits, aircraft storage, aircraft maintenance and repair,
aircraft painting, hangars, machine shops, washracks, waste-
water treatment, fuel/oil storage, open storage, firing range,
ammunition storage

1946-1956 Aircraft maintenance,
modification, repair,
disassembly, and shipment

Disposal pits, aircraft storage, aircraft maintenance and repair,
aircraft painting, hangars, machine shops, washracks, waste-
water treatment, open storage, fuel/oil storage, electronics
testing and repair, firing range, ammunition storage

1956-1964 Aircraft maintenance,
modification, repair,
disassembly, and shipment

Disposal pits, aircraft storage, aircraft maintenance and repair,
aircraft painting hangars, machine shops, washracks,
waste-water treatment, open storage, fuel/oil storage,
electronics testing and repair, firing range, ammunition storage

1964-1974 Aircraft maintenance,
modification, and repair

Disposal pits, aircraft storage, aircraft maintenance and repair,
hangars, machine shops, washracks, wastewater treatment,
open storage, fuel/oil storage, electronics testing and repair,
generator dismantling, aircraft painting, firing range, ammuni-
tion storage

1974-1982 Aircraft maintenance,
modification, and repair;
electronics maintenance and
repair

Disposal pits, aircraft storage, aircraft maintenance and repair,
hangars, machine shops, washracks, wastewater treatment,
open storage, fuel/oil storage, electronics testing and repair,
generator dismantling, aircraft painting, firing range, ammuni-
tion storage

1982-2001 Aircraft maintenance,
modification, and repair;
electronics maintenance and
repair

Aircraft storage, aircraft maintenance and repair, hangars,
machine shops, washracks, wastewater treatment, open stor-
age, fuel/oil storage, electronics testing and repair, generator
dismantling, aircraft painting, firing range, ammunition storage,
fire training

22 July 1987 McClellan added to NPL None
1995 Base Realignment and Closure

recommends Base closure
None

2001 Base closure None

Source: Base Realignment and Closure Cleanup Plan (CH2M HILL, 1997).

Historical operations conducted at McClellan released contaminants that also impacted the
soil and groundwater. A brief summary of the historical operations at the six (CERCLA
contaminated) Initial Parcel sites is provided in this section. More detailed information
regarding the past operations at each site is included in Section 2.4.

PRL S-014 is the former location of a motor-pool facifity (Building 22). An electrical
transformer is located north of the building, and storage of electrical ballasts was
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observed during a site inspection. The site included former underground storage tanks
(UST), a washrack, and a hazardous waste storage area. The site is unoccupied except
for the use of a small storage shed (Building. 17) by a tenant located in Building. 54,
immediately south of the site. None of the areas adjacent to this site are used for
residences or facilities that service sensitive populations (such as day-cares, schools, or
hospitals.

• SA 003 consists of an uncovered vehicle washrack and a former waste storage area. The
site is vacant, awaiting use by some potential future tenant through a lease arrangement
with McClellan Park. None of the areas adjacent to this site are used for residential or
other sensitive uses.

• SA 035 is the former location of a quartermaster's warehouse (Building 20) and an
adjacent parking lot. The site includes a former diesel UST. The site is occupied at this
time by a lease tenant (Surewest Communications). None of the areas adjacent to this
site are used for residential or other "sensitive" uses.

• PRL S-033 is the former location of a chemical storage and chemical waste storage
facility located in Building 786A. The site is occupied by a lease tenant (Beutler Heating
and Air Conditioning). None of the areas adjacent to this site are used for residential or
other sensitive uses.

• SA 041 is the former location of a welding and sheet-metal fabrication shop and
carpentry shop (Building 54). The site is occupied at this time by a lease tenant (Risse
Mechanical). None of the areas adjacent to this site are used for residential or other
sensitive uses.

• SA 091 consisted of a former warehouse (Building 621) and open storage area. Bay A in
the building was a designated hazardous materials storage area. The building and
foundation have been removed. The site is vacant, awaiting redevelopment by some
future tenant through a lease arrangement with McClellan Park. None of the areas
adjacent to this site are used for residential or other sensitive uses.

2.1.2 Previous Investigations
In response to detections of contamination, McClellan initiated the first phase of the
Installation Restoration Program (IRP) in 1981. Under the IRP, the investigation and
temediation of contamination at the Base has been conducted in accordance with CERCLA
as amended by Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act. The principal data
collection and data analysis component of the restoration program is the remedial
investigation (RI) at the Base. The RI is the primary source of site characterization data for
the six (CERCLA contaminated) Initial Parcel sites.

Several phases of investigation have been conducted at each site. Generally, the media
collected during the sampling events included soil, soil gas, and groundwater. The
following investigations have been conducted for the sites. Detailed references are provided
in Section 2.4 prior to the summary of the contaminant characterization for each site.

• PRL S-014

— Preliminary Site Assessment in 1991 (OU A Preliminary Assessment, Radian, 1991).
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— Phases 1 and 2 RIs, and a Data Gap 3 Investigation from 1992 through 2000. Soil, soil
gas, and groundwater were sampled (OU A Remedial Investigation Characterization
Summary [RICS], Jacobs, 2001).

— Site Closure Data Gap Investigation in 2001 (OU A RICS Addendum, Jacobs, 2002).

— Initial Parcel FS Data Gaps Investigation in 2002 (Appendix E, Initial Parcel FS #1,
CH2M HILL, 2003).

PRL S-033

— Preliminary Site Assessment in 1991 (OU B Preliminary Assessment, Radian, 1991).
— Soil Gas Investigation in 1991 (OU B RICS, Radian, 1995).
— RI in 1992 — 1993 (OU B RICS, Radian, 1995).
— Data Gaps Investigation in 1998 (OU B RICS Addendum, URS, 2004).
— PAH Removal Action in 2001 (Weston and Kleinfelder, 2002).

SAOO3

— Site investigation for leaks in the industrial waste line (IWL) in 1988 (OU B RICS,
Radian, 1995).

— Preliminary Site Assessment in 1991 (OU B Preliminary Assessment, Radian, 1991).

— Soil Gas Investigation at IC 3 in 1991 (OU B Soil Gas Data Summary, Radian, 1991).

— Soil Investigation at Magpie Creek in 1993 (OU B RICS Addendum, URS, 2004).

— RI in 1995 (OU B RICS, Radian, 1995).

- RI Data Gaps Investigation (OU B RICS Addendum, URS, 2004).

- Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricant/Shallow Soil Gas (POL/SSG) Phase 1 Investigation in
2002 (Working Copy, OU B Phase 1 POL/SSG RICS Addenda for Selected Sites,
Volumes 1 and 2).

— Site Investigation in 2003 (AFRPA, 2003, provided in Initial Parcel FS #1
Appendix H).

• SA035
— Preliminary Site Assessment in 1991 (OU A Preliminary Assessment, Radian, 1991).

— Soil sample collection during UST removal in 1992 (OU A RICS, Jacobs, 2001).

— Phase 2 RI and Data Gap 3 Investigations during 1996-1999 (OU A RICS,
Jacobs, 2001).

— Site Closure Data Gaps Investigation 2000-200 1 (OU A RICS Addendum,
Jacobs, 2002).

— Additional characterization and limited excavation during December 2003 (AFRPA,
Initial Parcel FS #1 Addendum, April 2004)
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• Initial Parcel FS Data Gaps Investigation in 2002 (Appendix E, Initial Parcel FS #1,
CH2M HILL, 2003).

— SAO41
— Site Survey in 1991 (OU A Preliminary Assessment, Radian, 1991).
— RI in 1992 (OU A 1UCS, Jacobs, 2001).

• SAO91
— Soil sample collection due to solvent spill in 1988 (OU A RICS, Jacobs, 2001).
— Preliminary Site Assessment in 1991 (OU A Preliminary Assessment, Radian, 1991).
— Site Inspection in 1992 (OU A RICS, Jacobs, 2001).
— Phase 1 and 2 RI during 1992-2001 (OU A RICS, Jacobs, 2001).
— Initial Parcel FS Data Gaps Investigation in 2002 (Appendix E, Initial Parcel FS #1,

CH2M HILL, 2003).

2.1.3 Enforcement Activities
On October 15, 1984, EPA proposed listing McClellan as a candidate site for inclusion on the
NFL. McClellan was formally placed on the NPL on July 22, 1987. In 1989, the Air Force,
EPA Region 9, and the California Department of Health Services signed an Interagency
Agreement (lAG) for the cleanup. The JAG was signed pursuant to CERCLA, the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA), the National Environmental Policy Act, the
Defense Environmental Restoration Program, Executive Order 12580, and the California
Health and Safety Code. The lAG was implemented in 1990.

Under the JAG, the Air Force agreed to undertake, seek adequate funding for, fully
implement, and report on RIs, FSs, all response actions, and O&M of response actions. The
JAG stipulated that the Air Force be designated lead agency for the cleanup of contamina-
tion. Support agencies include EPA Region 9, and for the State of California, the Department
of Health Services (now the DTSC and RWQCB). The EPA has final authority in selecting
remedies at federal facilities on the NPL, like McClellan. To date, the Air Force has provided
the funding for environmental activities at McClellan and is expected to provide the
funding for the remedial actions identified in this ROD.

2.2 Community Participation
McClellan has had an active community relations/public participation program since the
beginning of restoration activities in the early 1980s. The purpose of the program is to help
community members understand McClellan's cleanup program and learn how to become
involved in the cleanup decision-making process.

Highlights of the community relations activities under taken by McClellan are presented
below:

• Restoration Advisory Board (RAB). In 1995, a RAB was formed to increase
communication between the Air Force and the neighboring community. Through open
communication and the exchange of ideas, interests, and concerns, the RAB supports the
search for safe, timely, and effective cleanup solutions so that McClellan may ultimately
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be approved for transfer from Air Force ownership to public/private ownership. The
RAB meetings are held quarterly. These public meetings include discussions of the
RAB's advice on particular issues, information on cleanup actions or public interest
items, and updates on the status of the cleanup program. The Air Force provides
seminars to RAB members to aid in their review of documents and cleanup actions. In
addition, the Technical Assistance for Public Participation program is available to
provide funds to retain an independent contractor to assist the community members in
their reviews.

• Administrative Record. McClellan established the Administrative Record at the
beginning of its environmental investigation to store all information that supports
cleanup decisions at McClellan. An Information Repository was set up to make all of the
information, reports, and reference materials available for public review. More than
15 years of documentation is available for review by the public. The location of this
repository is within the AFRPA office, 3411 Olson St. McClellan, CA 95652. Documents
related to the cleanup efforts at McClellan also are available for review at the DTSC,
RWQCB, and EPA Region 9 offices.

• Community Relations Plan. The first McClellan Community Relations Plan was
approved in August 1985. The Community Relations Plan was revised in 1988, 1991,
1993, 1996, 1999, and 2002.

• Mailing List. A mailing list of all interested parties in the community is maintained by
the Air Force and updated regularly. In 2002, blanket mailings to all residents in the
vicinity of McClellan were conducted in an effort to add new/interested parties to the
mailing list.

• Newsletters. Since May 1984, McClellan's quarterly newsletter, the Environmental Action
Update, has been distributed to interested individuals and organizations. The newsletter
includes articles on the status of the IRP, meeting announcements, listings of recently
issued documents, and names of individuals to contact for more information. The
newsletter is mailed to more than 2,500 neighbors of the Base, community leaders,
businesses, environmental organizations, civic clubs, and the media.

• Website. In October 1997, McClellan established a web site to support communication
about its environmental program
(http: / /www.afrpa.hq.af.mil/mcclellan/HTML/index.html). Information available on
the web site includes:

— A search feature identifying the documents stored in the Administrative Record
— A schedule of when new documents will be released
— Announcements for upcoming public meetings and document comment periods- RAB information and meeting minutes
— Copies of newsletters and fact sheets- Mailing list sign up
— InitialParcel FS #1
— Initial Parcel Proposed Plan #1

S
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• Fact Sheets. Since May 1990, the Air Force publishes fact sheets to help explain specific
topics. Topics have included descriptions of new cleanup technologies, cleanup
milestones, and descriptions of removal action plans. Fact sheets are also provided to
increase the community's knowledge of technologies or the science of cleanup at
McClellan.

• Public Comment Periods/Public Meetings. Public comment periods give the
community an opportunity to review documents and provide comments verbally or in
writing. Public meetings are held to solicit public comment on documents or actions and
to address areas of public concern or interest. A public comment period on the Initial
Parcel #1 Proposed Plan was held from September 15, through October 15, 2003, and a
public meeting was held on September 30, 2003. The Air Force's responses to comments
received during the public comment period are included in the Responsiveness
Summary, which is Section 3 of this ROD.

2.3 Scope and Role of Initial Parcel Sites or Response Action
In this section, the scope and role of this ROD is explained in the context of the larger IRP at
McClellan. The role of previous and planned response activities that affect the sites in this
ROD are explained.

2.3.1 Overall Site Cleanup Strategy
For environmental management (EM) purposes, McClellan has subdivided the Base into
11 OUs. Each OU corresponds to an area of the Base where specific industrial operations
and/or waste management activities have taken place. The 11 OUs currently designated at
McClellan are A, B, Bi, C, Cl, D, E, F, G, H, and the Groundwater OU, which encompasses
the entire Base. The OU boundaries are shown on Figure 2-1. This ROD addresses remedial
actions for non-VOC contamination in the Initial Parcel. The sites are located within
portions of OUs A, B, and H.

Because of the complexity inherent in the different types of contaminants present at
McClellan; the presence of contamination in the soil, sediment, and groundwater; and the
large extent of contamination across the Base; the investigation and remediation of
contamination at the Base under the IRP is subdivided into several programs. This
sub-division allows for more efficient planning and implementation of each project.

This discussion of the interaction of remedial programs is focused on those that relate to the
Initial Parcel RODs for non-VOC contaminants. The Initial Parcel sites were screened and
grouped to allow the sites to move expeditiously through the FS and ROD processes,
thereby facilitating transfer of the Initial Parcel to the LRA. Complex sites such as landfills,
sites with radiological contamination, or sites that pose a risk to ecological receptors were
excluded from the Initial Parcel so that transfer of the Initial Parcel as a whole would not be
delayed. The complex sites that were excluded from the Initial Parcel will be addressed in
subsequent FS and ROD documents (e.g., small volume sites, strategic sites, and ecological
sites).

For the Initial Parcel sites requiring a remedial action for only non-VOCs in soil, each
analyte will be remediated to a concentration equivalent to the lesser of a carcinogenic risk
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of 1 x 10-6 or a non-carcinogenic hazard quotient (HQ) of 1. The selection of this remedial
action is documented in this ROD. If non-VOCs and VOCs in shallow soil or soil gas (0 to
-15 feet bgs) are present at the site and require remedial action, the action will be
documented in the appropriate ROD (i.e., Initial Parcel ROD #2 or #3), and sites with VOCs
in deeper soils will be addressed in the VOC ROD. Each VOC and non-VOC contaminant in
soil will be remediated to a concentration that is equivalent to the lesser of a carcinogenic
risk of 1 x 10-6 or a non-carcinogenic HQ of 1.

The steps in the overall cleanup process are summarized below with the specific activities
addressed in this ROD shown in bold text:

• Separate the investigation and remediation of contamination across the Base into distinct
programs (groundwater, soil gas, radiation, ecological, and soils)

• Due to McClellan's dynamic environmental program, periodic cleanup program
strategy revisions (like the breakups of the Initial Parcel ROD and VOC ROD) are made
to reflect new information and increase program efficiency.

• Address non-VOC contamination in soils within phased RODs

• Address six (non-VOC CERCLA contaminated) sites in this first soil cleanup ROD
(i.e., Initial Parcel ROD #1).

• Address remaining Initial Parcel sites in subsequent RODs (i.e., Initial Parcel ROD #2,
Initial Parcel ROD #3)

• Address remaining non-VOC contaminated soil sites in the subsequent Small Volume
Sites ROD and the Strategic Sites ROD

• Develop work plans and complete remedial actions associated with the sites
documented in this ROD

While the Base was operational, wastes were managed under both pre- and post-RCRA
legislation. None of the sites addressed in this ROD were RCRA-permitted facilities.
Historically, the Base did maintained RCRA-permitted storage facilities at several different
locations. As part of the base closure and decommissioning process, the permitted facility
was successfully closed out under RCRA guidance. Additionally, a PCB storage facility
(Building 624D) was closed under RCRA guidelines with State oversight.

2.3.2 Past Removal Actions

In 2001, the Air Force took a non-time-critical removal action to address non-VOC
contamination at one of the sites addressed in this ROD, PRL S-033. The site covers
approximately 2 acres and consists of a warehouse and associated loading docks, and
surrounding property. Approximately 400 cubic yards of PAH-contaminated soil were
excavated and disposed of offsite, from an area adjacent to one of the loading docks.
Confirmation samples were obtained, and a final risk assessment determined that the
cleanup goals were achieved. The site was backfffled with clean soil and the site has been
restored. The Air Force and EPA have determined that no further action is required for this
site as is documented in this ROD.
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None of the sites addressed in this ROD are included in an Interim ROD for soil. Two
Interim ROD s are in existence at this time - the OU Bi Interim ROD, which maintains an
asphalt cap over existing PCB contaminated soils; and the Groundwater Interim ROD,
which facilitated the early groundwater remediation activities.

2.3.3 Activities Proposed in this ROD
This ROD addresses only non-VOCs in soil at six (CERCLA contaminated) sites within the
Initial Parcel. Cleanup levels to support unrestricted use require remediation of non-VOC
contamination in soil until residual risk from each contaminant is at or below the lesser of a
carcinogenic risk of 1 x 10-6 or a non-carcinogenic HQ of 1. Cleanup to support unrestricted
use was selected because it will be more cost-effective than maintaining land use restrictions
at the sites. If VOC contaminants are not present in soil or groundwater, the result will be
property available for unrestricted use. if VOC contamination is present in groundwater or
soil at the sites, additional actions may be required before unrestricted land use will be
allowed as discussed in the following section.

2.3.4 Future Response Plans
Remedial actions may be required to address VOC contamination present in soil and
groundwater. VOC contamination in groundwater and in soil that presents a threat to
groundwater will be addressed in the pending Basewide VOC ROD. With the exception of
the sites included in this ROD, VOC contamination in shallow soil at depths less than 15 feet
that presents a threat to human health or groundwater wifi be addressed in the same ROD
as the non-VOC contamination for that site. For the sites included in this ROD, the VOC
contamination in shallow soil wifi be addressed in a future (but undetermined) ROD.

After all remedial actions have been taken, and total site chemical risk has been determined,
the Base Realignment and Closure Cleanup Team will evaluate the residual risk at the site.
In most cases, the residual risk will be within the target risk range of (1 x 10-6 to 1 x 10-4) for
Superfund sites as set forth in NCP Section 300.430. The residual risk will be quantitatively
evaluated and may not be appropriate where many individual chemicals are present so that
the residual risk significantly exceeds 1 x 10-6. Upon land transfer by a Finding of Suitability
for Early Transfer, the residual risk for contaminants in soil for the land parcel will be
qualitatively evaluated. The factors to be considered will include whether other adjacent
property has contaminants (e.g., non-VOCs, VOCs, radiological or petroleum constituents)
present at levels of concern.

2.4 Site Characteristics
An overview of the site characteristics for the six (CERCLA contaminated) sites included in
this ROD is presented in the following sections. Site information and data are provided for
each of the six sites to develop a basis for the selected remedy. The site characteristics
primarily focus on non-VOCs in soil and sediment. Each site summary is organized as
follows:

• Site Overview and Features: This brief section includes background information about
the site and any significant surface or subsurface features.
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• Source of Contamination: Briefly summarizes the known or suspected source(s) of con-
tamination.

• Sampling Strategy and Type of Contamination: Provides a summary of the previous
investigations performed at the site, including the type of media sampled and the
constituents analyzed.

• Location of Contamination: Site characterization data are discussed, including the
nature and extent of contamination.

• Contamination Exposure and Migration: Briefly discusses the potential surface and
subsurface routes of human and environmental exposure and the likelihood of
migration.

• Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses: Provides a summary of the
current and reasonably anticipated future use of the site.

An ecological risk assessment was not conducted for the sites addressed in this ROD
because no significant ecological habitat was found during the initial ecological screening of
sites conducted during the RI process. Although a subsequent inventory of vernal pools at
McClellan was developed, it was determined that none of the sites are located within the
watershed of the vernal pools. Therefore, no further information pertaining to ecological
risk assessments is presented in this section.

To ifiustrate the contaminant distribution and transport and environmental and human
health risk, a conceptual site model was developed for the Initial Parcel sites evaluated in
this ROD. The conceptual site model is used to develop an understanding of the site and to
evaluate potential risks to human health and the environment. The non-VOC conceptual
model was developed in accordance with EPA guidance and includes known and suspected
sources of contamination, types of contaminants and affected media, known and potential
routes of migration, and known or potential human and environmental receptors
(EPA, 1988). The information for the contaminant sources, transport pathways, and
receptors is simplffied and depicted schematically to enable the model to aid in remedy
selection for non-VOC contamination. This conceptual site model applies to all Initial Parcel
sites discussed in this ROD, and is presented in Figure 2-3.

2.4.1 PRL S-014

2.4.1.1 Site Overview and Features

PRL S-014 is located in OU A in IC 26 and consists of Buildings 17 and 22. The site
encompasses an area of approximately 0.5 acre and is mostly covered with asphalt, concrete,
or buildings. On the north side of Building 22, landscaped grass is present, and a narrow
unpaved strip is present on the eastern side of the site. Building 22 was a former motor pooi
area. Two USTs and a pump island, a paint facility, a hazardous waste storage area, and a
washrack were present. The USTs were variously reported as gasoline and waste solvent
storage tanks or gasoline and diesel tanks.

PRL S-014 is adjacent to SA 041 to the south, and SA 034 to the southeast. The site is also
adjacent to Building 21 to the west, which is not an IRP site, and Peacekeeper Way to the
north.
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2.4.1.2 Source of Contamination

The Preliminary Assessment identified fuels, oils, solvents, PCBs, paints, and metals as COC
(Radian, 1991). However, based on the results of several investigations, metals, VOCs, and
PCB contamination were determined to be present at the site. The likely source of PCB
contamination is the transformer located on the north side of Building 22. The motor pool
operation is also a potential source of contamination for the VOCs and metals.

Following is a list of documents, in chronological order, that were used to prepare this
summary:

Radian. 1991. OU A Preliminary Assessment. February.

RWQCB. 25 August 2000. Letter: No Further Action, USTs at Building 22, McClellan Air Force
Base with attachments from the Underground Storage Tank Site Closure Report Tank Site 22
McClellan Air Force Base California prepared by LRA Engineering in June 1996.

Jacobs. 2001. Operable Unit A Remedial Investigation Characterization Summaries. Final.

September.

Text: Vol. 1, IC 26, pp. 1-28

Jacobs. 2002. Operable Unit A Remedial Investigation Characterization Summaries Addendum.
Final. March.

Text: Vol.1, PRL S-14, pp. 1-14
Hits Table: Vol. 1, PRL S-14, Attachment 1, pp. 1-7
All Data: Vol. 2, Appendix 1, PRL S-14 (PS14), pp. 12-22, 32-44
Human Health Risk Assessment Data: Vol.3, Appendix 3, Section 1.4.1, pp. 1-7,
Tables 1.4.1.10 to 1.4.1.16

CH2M HILL. 2003. Initial Parcel Feasibility Study #1. Final. August.

Risk Assessment (for PCBs only): Vol.2, Appendix C, pp. G2-3 —G2-10

Data Gaps Investigation Results, Vol.2, Appendix E, pp. E2-6 -E2-11
Data Summary and ESF excerpts, Vol. 1, Appendix H, Section 2, pp. H2-1 —H2-9

2.4.1.3 Sampling Strategy and Type of Contamination

During the Phase 1 and Phase 2 RIs and the Data Gap 3 investigation, soil, soil gas, and
groundwater samples were collected from several borings from 1992 to 2000. The samples
were analyzed for metals, SVOCs, TPH, and VOCs (OU A RICS Addendum, March 2002).
During 2002, additional soil samples were collected and analyzed for PCBs as a part of the
Initial Parcel FS #1 data gaps sampling effort (Initial Parcel FS #1, Appendix E,
August 2003). PCBs were never sampled during the RI, although they were identified as
COC during the Preliminary Assessment (Jacobs, 2002).

During the RI, 16 soil samples from six borings were collected and analyzed for metals. Ten
metals were detected in the soil samples above background levels (arsenic, beryllium,
calcium, copper, chromium, lead, potassium, sodium, zinc, and vanadium). As documented
in the OU A RICS Addendum (Volume 3, Appendix 3, Section 1.4.1, pg. 1), only six of the
ten metals were reported in the soil samples at concentrations that are greater than the
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normal variance of their background based on a statistical analysis (arsenic, beryllium,
copper, lead, vanadium, and zinc). Only one SVOC detection (diethylphthalate EDEPHI)
was reported in 2 of the 8 samples analyzed for SVOCs. TPH-G was not detected in any of
the 6 samples analyzed, and TPH-D was not detected in any of the 10 samples analyzed.
VOCs were reported in five samples collected from three borings.

During the Initial Parcel FS #1 data gaps investigation, seven soil samples were collected
south of Building 22 and analyzed for PCBs. The laboratory results indicated that no PCBs
were detected in the samples, with the exception of one location (see PCB summary below).
However, PCBs were detected in several soil samples collected north of Building 22.

2.4.1.4 Location of Contamination

The following sections describe the lateral and vertical extent of contamination at PRL S-014.
Metals and PCBs were determined to be present at the site, and both arsenic and PCBs may
pose a risk to human health and the environment. Figure 2-4 identifies the site location and
significant site features.

Metals. Based on a comparison of the metals concentrations to the screening levels for
protection of humin health and the environment used in the FS, only arsenic (by methods
SW6O1O and SW7060) and cadmium (by method SW6O1O) exceeded these screening levels.
Of these two metals, only arsenic was determined to be present at concentrations greater
than the normal variance of background (OU A RICS Addendum, Volume 3, Appendix 3,
Section 1.4.1, pg. 1). However, as discussed below, the metals contamination was
determined to not be of significance.

During the Initial Parcel FS #1 evaluation, maximum contaminant concentrations were
evaluated against combined background concentrations. Combined background
concentrations are background values for naturally occurring elements (e.g., metals and
minerals), which have been established specifically for McClellan (Basewide Background
Study, Radian 1994). These background values were established for separate lithologies
(i.e. sands vs. silts and clays). Since McClellan soils tend to be a mixture of these lithologies,
the "combined" background concentration represents a statistical combination of all the
background values in the data set for each element.

Arsenic and cadmium were typically analyzed by Method 5W6010 in phase I of the RI (prior
to 1995), then later by Methods SW7060 and SW7131, respectively. The change was made to
5W7060 and SW7131 during phase II of the RI because inter-element interferences were
found to sometimes bias high in SW6O1O results for certain elements, such as arsenic and
cadmium. The SW7000-series analyses are element specific and, therefore, not prone to
interference effects.

At PRL S-014, results from the Method SW6O1O analysis for arsenic contained reported
detections in four of four samples —all from PS14HAOO1. The maximum reported detection
was 10 milligram/kilogram (mg/kg) from a depth of 2.5 feet below ground surface (bgs).
Subsequently, 12 soil samples were collected from five locations for analysis by Method
SW7060. The nearest of the five locations was approximately 30 feet southeast of
PS14HAOO1 and approximately 20 feet southwest of the former UST and hazardous waste
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storage area. Because these sample locations were not coincident, there is some uncertainty
regarding the characterization of arsenic at the site. Soil samples from beneath the
hazardous waste storage area will be collected and analyzed for metals during the remedial
design phase.

Results from the SW7060 analysis reported concentrations in three of the samples exceeding
the combined background concentration of 4.9 mg/kg. The maximum reported
concentrations were 7.1 and 7.4 mg/kg from 10-foot-deep samples collected adjacent to a
former fuel pump island and a former washrack, respectively. These two soil borings were
approximately 60 feet apart. The arsenic concentrations from shallow and deeper samples
collected from the same borings were less than 3 mg/kg.

Similarly, cadmium was reported in four samples, from a single hand-auger boring,
(analyzed by Method SW6O1O) to a maximum concentration of 9.7 mg/kg. However,
samples collected from a soil boring approximately 30 feet away, (analyzed by SW7131)
reported no hits above the combined background concentration of 0.4 mg/kg.

Based on this evaluation, metals were determined to not be significant contaminants at
PRL S-014 and were not identified as COCs.

PCBs. Samples for PCB analysis were collected at locations north and south of Building 22.
South of the building, only one sample (PLS14SSOO1) exceeded the field screening level of
1 mg/kg; however, interference from overlying road-base material may have triggered this
false positive result. A subsequent sample collected at about 1 foot into native material did
not exceed the field screening level, and the confirmatory laboratory result indicated non-
detect for both samples. All other results were non-detect, with the exception of one sample
collected near the waterfall paint spray booth area south of Building 22 in boring
PLS14SSO2. This sample contained a laboratory-reported concentration of 0.062 mg/kg.

On the north side of Building 22, several samples exceeded the field screening level. All
samples collected for field screening were also submitted for confirmatory laboratory
analysis. As indicated during the field screening, the highest reported laboratory
concentration was the sample collected immediately adjacent to the transformer. A result of
5.93 mg/kg for PCB-1260 was reported at the surface. Samples collected at 1 and 3 feet bgs
had results of 0.156 mg/kg and 0.022 J mg/kg, respectively. The majority of the reported
detections were limited to the surface samples with occasional detections at 1 foot bgs.
Concentrations typically decreased an order of magnitude with each subsequent sample
depth. The extent of the PCB-1260-affected area appears to be fairly limited laterally to
within approximately 20 feet of the transformer and to an approximate depth of 2 feet bgs.
The contamination lies primarily in an east-west direction parallel to the building and is
mostly west of the transformer. PCB-1260 was the only arochlor mixture detected in the
samples using test method SW8082.

The transformer located north of Building 22 is still in service, but no longer contains the
PCB oils, which most likely caused this contamination. Transformers containing PCBs were
phased out of service at McClellan in the early 1990s. PCB samples were collected
immediately outside and down-slope (with regard to surface water run-off direction) of the
former hazardous waste storage area. No samples were collected from beneath the storage
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area itself. Soil samples from beneath the hazardous waste storage area will be collected and
analyzed for PCBs during the remedial design phase.

SVOCs and TPH. Eight soil samples were collected from three borings and analyzed for
SVOCs. Two of the locations were within 30 feet of the former USTs and hazardous waste
storage area. There were no reported SVOC detections at the site except for DEPH. This
common laboratory contaminant was reported in two of the eight samples at a maximum
concentration of 0.1 mg/kg. The SW8270 analysis included analysis of PAHs at reporting
limits ranging from 0.019 to 0.3 mg/kg. No PAHs were detected. Soil samples from beneath
the hazardous waste storage area will be collected and analyzed for PARs during the
remedial design phase.

Two USTs were apparently used from approximately 1938 to 1979. Descriptions of these
tanks are either gasoline and waste solvent storage tanks or gasoline and diesel storage
tanks. UST removal confirmation samples were taken in March 1996 by LRA Engineering.
Four borings were installed in the area of the former USTs. Two borings were completed to
50 feet bgs, and two were completed to 20 feet bgs. Soils were analyzed for TPH-G and
TPH-D; benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes; and methyl-tertbutylether (MTBE).
Fuel releases from the USTs do not appear to have been significant because no contaminants
were detected in the confirmation samples from the vicinity of the former USTs. Detection
limits for TPH-G and TPH-D were 1 mg/kg, 5 micrograms per kilogram (j.g/kg) for
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes compounds, and between 5 and 250 tg/kg for
MTBE. The highest detection limit for MTBE was from a sample collected at 5 feet bgs (at
location H2-5). However, no other contaminants were reported in that sample or in two
adjacent soil gas samples (with the exception of carbon tetrachioride discussed in the next
subsection) collected at 7 feet bgs during the RI (PLS14PROO1 and PLS14PROO3). The
RWQCB has concluded that no further action is required for these USTs (RWQCB, 2000). As
discussed in the following subsection, only low levels of VOCs were detected in SSG
samples collected adjacent to the former USTs, thereby providing further evidence that a
significant release of waste solvents did not occur.

TPH-G was not detected in any of the 6 samples analyzed during the RI. TPH-D was not
detected in any of the 10 samples analyzed from the site during the RI.

VOCs. VOCs analyzed by TO-14 were reported in five samples collected from three borings
prior to 1997. The highest reported VOC concentration was carbon tetrachioride at 180 J
parts per billion by volume (ppbv) at 8 feet bgs. Additionally, during the Data Gap 3
investigation, carbon tetrachioride was detected at 300 J ppbv at 7 feet bgs and Freon 11 was
detected at 490 J ppbv at 6.8 feet bgs. Four of the shallow soil gas samples were collected
within approximately 20 feet of the former USTs (PLS14PROO1, PLS14PROO2, PLS14PROO3,
and P5145G09) with three of the four samples having detections of carbon tetrachloride.
VOC contamination in soil gas at the site will be addressed in a subsequent ROD.

Trichioroethene (TCE) and xylenes were detected above detection limits, but below
equivalent water quality goals in groundwater. Groundwater has been impacted by VOCs
from a source to the northwest in OU H (Jacobs, 2000).
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2.4.1.5 Contamination Exposure and Migration

Potential future exposure of residents or workers to contaminated soil is the most significant
exposure pathway for PRL S-014. Potential exposures also include the migration of VOCs to
indoor air. Potential exposure may also occur when shallow soils are brought to the surface
by excavation, drilling, or construction while implementing the remedial action.

The likelihood of migration to other media is minimal since the contamination is located in
the upper 3 feet bgs of the site and detected contaminants are relatively immobile. There
was no threat to groundwater based on the evaluation in the Initial Parcel FS #1, however
there is a potential impact to surface water due to PCB contamination.

2.4.1.6 Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses

The predominant current land uses at McClellan include industrial, aviation, and
residential. There are also some open areas present that are not currently used for any of
these purposes. The entire site (buildings and outdoor areas) is unoccupied at this time,
awaiting a tenant through a lease arrangement with McClellan Park.

In the future, PRL 5-014 wifi likely be used for commercial/industrial or mixed-use
purposes. However in the Initial Parcel FS #1, various scenarios were evaluated in the
human health risk assessment, including the residential scenarios, to provide information to
evaluate the range of potential uses for the site and to make future risk-management
decisions.

2.4.1.7 Human Health Risk Assessment

The results of the baseline risk assessment for PRL S-014 are provided in Appendix A,
Section Al. Risks were estimated for two exposure areas PRL S-014 (South) and PRL S-014
(North). PRL S-014 (South) is the area south of Building 22. PRL S-014 (North) is located
north of Building 22 and is associated with PCB contamination adjacent to the transformer.

Both residential and occupational exposure scenarios were evaluated for PRL S-014 (South)
and PRL S—014 (North). The risk results for these scenarios are summarized below and
presented in the text and risk summary tables of Appendix A.

Risk Characterization. The potential cancer risks for PRL S-014 (South) are as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 8 x 10-s
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): 1 x lO-
• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval excluding produce pathway): 2 x l0
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval excluding produce pathway): 1 x l0-
• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 8 x iO
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 1 x iO
• Future adult resident (groundwater only): 2 x 10-6
• Outdoor occupational worker: 3 x 106
• Indoor occupational worker: 1 x 10-8
• Future construction worker: 2 x 106

The main contributor to the cumulative risks for the residential scenarios is the ingestion of
arsenic in homegrown produce. Potential risks associated with VOCs and PCBs in soil were
all below 1 x 106. Potential risks associated with VOCs in groundwater were 2 x 10-6.
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The potential cancer risks in soil for PRL 5-014 (North) are as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 5 x i0
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): 2 x
• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval excluding produce pathway): 1 x 10-s
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval excluding produce pathway): 1 x 10-s
• Outdoor occupational worker: 5 x 10-6
• Future construction worker: 4 x iO

The sole known contaminant in PRL S-14 (North) is PCB as Aroclor 1260, and the main
pathway contributing to the risk estimates for the residential scenarios is the homegrown
produce pathway. The risk estimate for the future adult resident for soil (0-10 feet bgs depth
interval) and groundwater is at the upper end of the US EPA risk management range. All
other estimated risks are within or below the range.

For PRL 5-014 (South), the noncancer hazard indices for the future adult residential scenario
are less than 1 for both soil intervals (0 to 2 and 0 to 10 feet bgs) even with the addition of
groundwater pathways. In addition, the hazard indices are also less than 1 for the indoor
occupation worker, outdoor occupation worker, and future construction worker scenarios.
The potential for adverse noncancer health affects for the adult resident and worker
scenarios is unlikely at PRL S-014 (South). However, the main contributor to the hazard
index for the child residential scenario is the HQ for arsenic for the homegrown produce
pathway. The following shows that some of the hazard indices for some of the future child
resident scenarios exceeded 1:

• Future child resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 1
• Future child resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): 2
• Future child resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval excluding the produce pathway): <1
• Future child resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval excluding the produce pathway): <1
• Future child resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 1
• Future child resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 2
• Future child resident (groundwater only): 0.1

The potential noncancer risks for PRL S-014 (North) are as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 2
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): <1
• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval excluding the produce pathway): <1
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval excluding the produce pathway): <1
• Future child resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 8
• Future child resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): 3
• Future child resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval excluding the produce pathway): 3
• Future child resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval excluding the produce pathway): 1
• Outdoor occupational worker: <1
• Future construction worker: <1

There is a potential for adverse noncancer health effects from exposure to PCBs in soil for
the adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval) and the child resident scenarios. The main
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pathway contributing to the hazard indices for these residential scenarios is the homegrown
produce pathway.

For PRL S-014 South, blood-lead levels were estimated using soil lead concentrations and
Lead-spread 7; estimated blood-lead levels were below the target level of 10 micrograms per
deciliter Qig/dL) in 99 percent (0.01 risk) of potentially exposed adult and child residents,
outdoor workers, and construction workers.

Based on the risk assessment, the potential cancer risk from groundwater exposure for
future adult residents is 1.6 x 10-6. The main contributor to the potential cancer risk is TCE.
For groundwater, the noncancer hazard index for the future adult resident is 0.05 and the
hazard index for the future child resident is 0.1. The main contributor to the hazard indices
is TCE.

Uncertainties. There are uncertainties associated with the risk estimates for PRL S-014. These
are listed briefly below with additional discussion provided in Section Al of Appendix A:

• Current re-use plans for this site are indefinite.

• The partition coefficients used to estimate potential risks from the homegrown produce
pathway for Aroclor-1260 and arsenic are uncertain.

• Toxicity criteria for some VOCs and arsenic have changed since the human health risk
assessment was conducted. (See Appendix A, Section A1.5 for a discussion of specific
toxicity criteria changes.)

• Only PCB data are available for PRL S-014 North.

• An uncertainty exists with the soil beneath the former hazardous waste storage area due
to the lack of soils samples.

• Arsenic was detected at concentrations that appear greater than the "combined"
background concentration at selected locations, primarily in samples analyzed by
Method SW6O1O. These 5W6010 data were not used for the risk assessment. The
maximum reported concentrations of arsenic by the preferred analytical method,
Method SW7060, are less than the maximum reported concentrations by Method 6010. In
addition, the sporadic elevated concentrations are not indicative of a contaminant
source. Therefore, the risk associated with arsenic at this site may be representative of
background.

Basis for Action. The risk estimatesfor PRL S-014 north exceed a hazard index of 1 and the
USEPA's threshold of acceptable risk (i.e., the excess cancer risk exceeds lx 10-6 for the
residential scenario) due to the presence of PCB-1260 in soil.

Although there is no threat to groundwater quality from the PCB contamination, there is a
potential to impact surface-water quality. Therefore, the response action selected in this
ROD is necessary to protect the public health or welfare or the environment from actual or
threatened releases of hazardous substances in the environment.
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2.4.2 PRL S-033

2.4.2.1 Site Overview and Features

PRL S-033 is in the northwestern portion of OU B along the western boundary of the Base.
PRL S-033 was the location of a former chemical storage and chemical waste storage facility
inside Building 786A. The site covers approximately 2 acres, and Building 786A comprises
approximately 80,000 square feet. Building 786A and its associated loading docks are
surrounded by asphalt-covered parking areas, a grass-covered area to the west, and railroad
tracks to the east (Radian, 1995). There are several drainage depressions and connecting
culverts beneath the roadways west of the loading dock on the northwestern side of
Building 786A (URS, 2002d). Surface water that flows to the north of the dock drains into an
unlined drainage canal. The unlined drainage canal (located west of PRL S-033) flows to
Magpie Creek (URS, 2002d). Surface water that flows to the south of the dock (located on
the western side of Building 786A) flows to stormwater drains that discharge into Magpie
Creek (URS, 2002d).

Building 786A served as a collection point for chemical wastes for most industrial facilities
on Base from the mid-1950s until 1980 (Radian, 1995). Drums were loaded and unloaded at
docks located on the south, west, and east sides of the building. Materials handled in the
area include paints, solvents, acids, bases, unspecified VOCs and SVOCs, fuels, and oils.
Building 786A was used for office space, a boiler room, and furniture storage area after 1980.

CS 023 is the closest IRP site to PRL S-033, located just southwest of the site. There are no
other IRP sites immediately adjacent to PRL S-033. Directly south of PRL S-033 is a parking
lot; north is Bay B of Building 786 and; to the east is Building 783.

2.4.2.2 Source of Contamination

During the RI, TPH, SVOCs (mainly PAHs), and metals were detected; and PAHs were
identified as the contaminant of potential concern. The primary source of PAH contami-
nation was spills that occurred in the loading dock area on the northwestern side of
Building 786A. In 2001, a PAH removal action was conducted.

Following is a list of documents, in chronological order, that were used to prepare this
summary:

Radian. 1995. Operable Unit B Remedial Investigation Characterization Summaries. Final.
December.

Text: Vol.2, PRL S-33, pp. 1-16
All Data: Vol.4, Appendix A, PRL S-33 (PS33), pp. 1-8
Human Health Risk Assessment Data: Vol.8, Appendix C, PRL S-33

Roy F. Weston, Inc., and Kleinfelder, Inc. 2002. Final Removal Action Report PRL S-033. April.

Confirmation Soil Sampling Results: Section 5.2.2, pp.24 -25
Human Health Risk Assessment: Section 5.4, pp.32—35
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URS. 2002d. Operable Unit B Data Gaps Remedial Investigation Characterization Summaries
Addendum. Draft Final. August.

Text: Vol.2, Other Areas, PRL S-33, pp. 1-24
Hits Table: Vol. 2, Other Areas, PRL S-33, Attachment 1, Pp. 1-3
All Data: Vol.2, Appendix A, PRL S-33, pp. 1-5

CH2M HILL. 2003. LRA Initial Parcel Feasibility Study #1. Final. August.

Data Summary and ESF excerpts, Vol.1, Appendix H, Section 3, pp. H3-1 —H3-7

2.4.2.3 Sampling Strategy and Type of Contamination

During the OU B soil gas investigation, the RI, and the Data Gap investigation, soil and soil
gas samples were collected from several borings from 1991 to 1993 and again in 1998. The
samples were analyzed for metals, SVOCs, TPH, and VOCs (soil gas samples only). During
the removal action effort in 2001, soil samples were collected and analyzed for metals and
SVOCs, including PAHs.

Prior to the RI, 9 soil gas samples were collected from PRL S-033 and analyzed for VOCs.
Halogenated VOCs were detected. During the RI, 17 samples were collected and analyzed
for SVOCs (all PAHs). Of the 17 samples, 7 were collected outside of the PAH excavation
area. Although PAHs were detected, they were removed from the site according to the
removal action efforts described in the PRL S-033 Removal Action Report (Weston and
Kleinfelder, 2002). TPH-D was also detected in seven soil borings on the western side of
Building 786A. On the south and east sides of Building 786A, metals were detected in
shallow soil samples collected during the RI. Arsenic, chromium, cobalt, and nickel were
detected above their background concentrations. These sample locations were outside of the
PAH excavation area. Surface soil samples were also collected at the location of the two
highest arsenic concentrations in the shallow soil samples.

During the removal action, pre- and post-excavation and backfill soil samples were collected
and analyzed for PAHs. Backfill soil samples were also analyzed for metals and SVOCs. All
metals, except copper, were detected below background concentrations defined in the PAH
Removal Action Report (Weston and Kleinfelder, 2002).

2.4.2.4 Location of Contamination

The following sections describe the lateral and vertical extent of contamination at
PRL S-033. PAHs, metals, and TPH-D were the primary contaminants. Figure 2-5 identifies
the site location and significant site features, and Figure 2-6 provides the related
post-excavation data for PAHs.

PAHs. PAHs were detected in surface and shallow soil samples collected from PRL S-033.
However, PAHs have been removed according to the removal action efforts described in the
final Removal Action Report for PRL S-033 (Weston and Kleinfelder, 2002). Post-removal
action sampling indicated that maximum residual concentrations of benzo(a)pyrene at
0.020 mg/kg and dibenzo(a,h)anthracene at 0.029 mg/kg were detected slightly above their
screening levels for the protection of human health (0.011 mg/kg and 0.021 mg/kg1
respectively) (Table 5-2, Removal Action Report, Weston and Kleinfelder, 2002). However,
based on the removal action report, these PAHs were below the 1999 EPA Region 9
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residential preliminary remediation goal of 0.062 mg/kg for both benzo(a)pyrene and
dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (Weston and Kleinfelder, 2002). The exposure point concentrations
used to assess the human health risk at the site were 0.0023 mg/kg for benzo(a)pyrene and
0.0031 mg/kg for dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (see Section A2 of Appendix A).

PARs were also detected in two sediment samples collected outside the excavation area and
northwest of PRL S-033. The sediments contained concentrations of benzo(a)pyrene
(0.0049 mg/kg and 0.0029 mg/kg) that were less than the residential PRG (0.062 mg/kg)
(OU B RICS Addendum). Each reported concentration exceeded the exposure point
concentration (0.0023 mg/kg), but was within the range of detected concentrations; thus, no
significant impacts to exposure point concentration are expected if these data were included
in the exposure area.

Metals. Metals were also detected in surface and subsurface soil samples collected during
the OU B RI. Shallow soil samples were collected in 10 locations (east, south, and west side
of Building 786A). Beryffium (0.58 mg/kg) and iron (26,000 mg/kg) were detected below
their combined background concentrations (0.7 mg/kg and 39,700 mg/kg, respectively).
Arsenic, chromium, cobalt, and nickel were detected above their background concentrations
as discussed below (OU B RICS, 1995, Vol.4, Appendix A, PS33, pp. 1-8). The maximum
concentrations of these metals were detected in soil borings located outside the excavation
area for the PAH removal action.

Following are summaries of the metals analyses:

• Arsenic was analyzed in soil samples from 10 locations using Method SW6O1O, and at
2 adjacent locations using SW7060. (See Section 2.4.1.4 for a discussion of possible
analytical bias for arsenic analyzed by method SW6O1O.) The samples for SW7060
analysis were located immediately adjacent to the highest reported concentrations of
arsenic from the SW6O1O analysis (Final OU B RICS, Vol.4 of 9, soil data, pps. 1-8). The
side-by-side comparison indicates an apparent high bias interference exists for the
SW6O1O arsenic data. In PS33H004, located on the south side of building, the SW6O1O
value for arsenic is 17 mg/kg. The adjacent sample analyzed with SW7060 is
5.26 mg/kg. Likewise on the east side of the building, PS33H008 had an SW6O1O arsenic
value of 18 mg/kg, and an SW7060 value of 4.6 mg/kg. The "combined" background
concentration for arsenic is 4.9 mg/kg. Therefore, although the SW6O1O data appear to
be biased high, the SW7060 results suggest that results are within or slightly exceeding
background concentrations, and no data gap for arsenic exists.

• Chromium was detected at concentrations greater than the "combined" background
value of 48.3 mg/kg in 5 of 10 samples. Chromium was detected slightly above its
maximum background concentration at 65.9 mg/kg in 3 of 10 shallow soil samples
collected from soil borings PS33H004, PS33H005, and PS33HOOS located south and east
of the building. However, the maximum concentration of chromium detected at the site,
69 mg/kg, is below all screening levels for the protection of surface water, groundwater,
and human health.

• Cobalt was detected above its "combined" background concentration (16.7 mg/kg) in
2 of 10 shallow soil samples collected from the site. One of these samples also had an
elevated level of chromium. However, the maximum concentration of cobalt detected at
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NOTE:
The two locations at the site of highest measured concentrations
of metals detected by method SW6O1O that exceeded background
were PS33H004 and PS33H008.

RI Soil boring locations are not shown in the excavation area.
Grid numbers correpsond to the excavation confirmation sample locations summarized on Figure 2-6.

Arsenic: 17 mg/kg (PS33H004) and 18 mg/kg (PS33I-1008)
Chromium: 69 mg/kg (P533H004) and 68 mg/kg (PS33H008)
Cobalt: 31 mg/kg (PS33H004) and 14 rr/kg (PS33H008)
Nickel: 91 mg/kg (PS33H004) and 64 mb/kg (PS33H008)
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— b050m (15 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND •...._. _jQ_. _Q_. .Q_.

north walt (0.51 ND ND ND NO 1:i5 1:5 •i 5 ND 5 •5 ND ND ND ND
bottom (25 ND ND T iT 13- OO5 j3- W 8 ND ND

- bottom ( ND ND ND 3 —1— '1: •F3 3 ND __ __ _...2_
ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND NO ND ND ND ND

_________ ND NO ND ND ND T ND _NO __ j_ _2_
________ ND ND ND i3 T6— 'rn -1:3 5 •i5 ND ND _ __

2.75 _________ ND ND ND 73 '5 1— ND ND ND _ _9_.
boltS0 (1.5") NO ND ND •1:3• 3 10 "" ND NO __

— oath watl(( ________ ND ND ND ND 1:3 i3 j3 ND ND ND __ __— bottom (1') ________ NO ND ND F3 T6 1:3 j3 j3 1:3 ND i3 ND ND ND
— east wall (0 ________ NO ND ND W 017 r ir —ir j3 1:3 ND ND "niT

north wall (1 0 PS.,o,ooo ND ND NO ND 5 15 ND 5' ND ND ND ND ND NO
west wall _________ ND ND ND "1:3 ______ i5 F6 16 ND ND ND _— bottom _________ ___ j9_ ND ,j_ _ _NO _NO NO _ND _ _NO .._J2_ _. ._.i2__1 .22!!J ____________ __ ND ND 0.01 0.015 0.007 0.014 0,012 0.015 ND jj _j... ___ •29j.__1 bottom (1.5 ND ND ND i3 1:3 j ND ND Q _.JQ_. _._. _j9_.

_1 bottom (0.55 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND NO ND ND 0.007 ND ND NO

_1 bottom (2) ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND _2_
_1 bottom (0.55 ND ND ND 5 73 ND ND NO ND _J_
_1 bottom (2.255 ND ND ND 1:6 6 73 i3 •T ND ND ND NO
— outh waIt (0.5 ND 1:5 ND F3 "1:5 1:3 _NO •9_• ••_

1 west walt (0.5, ND NO ND ND 1 NO ND ND ND _2_ Q_
— east Walt (0.5 ND —TT— -T• -"ir ND 017 ND 0015 i3 ND 017

I bottom (1.55 Pooo ND ND ND i3 j3 5 F3 R6 ND ND
1 bottom (1) ND ND ND j 1:3 i3 NO ND ND ND

.torth watt (0.5', ND ND i5 "15 (5 F3 ND ND ND

— west wall (0.5 ND ND ND 75 F3 5 ND ND ND ND
I west wall (0.5 Poooo, ND ND i3 1:3— i5 5 i 1— 3- i3 ND

_1 bottom (15 ND ND ND 0.016 —r —-— —-r— 5"ö""• iT ND ND 0c021
1 bottom (1.55 ND ND ND ND 1:3 1:5 NO ND i— ND

_2 bOttom (0.05 ND i6 ND 76 i6 1:3 "1:3- F3 3- 13 T3 ND ND
_2 want wall ND NO ND i3 i3 N ND ND _j_• _j•_2 ________ NO ND ND ii6 F3 ND 6 T5 NO ND 9_22 wstw,, ______ ND ND ND ND NO F3- i W ND ND _ND _ND jQ_2 _________ _ •_ ND ND ND ND _'ND _NO _j_ •••9_•. __. •.•.— __ ND ND ND ND I5 ND ND NO _ _Q_ j_2 ponom(1) ND ND ND NO ND ND ND ND ND ND ND NO ND •j9_ _ •
_2 Nest wall (0,5', ND NO ND ND 1:3 F3 Fö i3 "15 13- NO _Q_ 9_ _...Q•••• _._

Notes:
NO0 Not Detected
Data summarized tram the Rind PAt. 5-033 Removal Action Report (Weston andKleinfe!de, 2002).

IndIcates sampte location in the grid (see FIgure 2-5) and depth of sample.

PRLS-023 FIGURE 2-8
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the site, 31 mg/kg, is below all screening levels for the protection of surface water,
groundwater, and human health.

• Nickel was detected above its "combined" background concentration of 53.4 mg/kg in
4 of 10 shallow soil samples collected from the site. All four of the samples also had
elevated chromium. The maximum concentration of nickel detected at the site,
91 mg/kg, is below its risk-based screening level for the protection of human health.
Nickel detected in other borings at the site were below background.

During the removal action, all metals, except copper, were detected below the background
concentrations as defined in the PAH Removal Action Report (Weston and Kleinfelder,
2002). The slightly elevated copper concentration was in a sample of backfill soil used
following the removal action. The maximum reported concentration, 34 mg/kg, was less
than the "combined" background concentration, 36.5 mg/kg, and the soil was determined
to be acceptable for use as backfill (Weston and Kleinfelder, 2002).

Based on this information, metals were not considered significant contaminants at the site,
and the remedial project managers have agreed with this conclusion.

TPH. TPH-Dwas detected in seven soil borings collected from the site. The maximum
concentration of TPH-D measured at the site, 310 mg/kg, was detected in a surface soil
sample collected from soil boring PS33HOO1. Although the maximum concentration is above
the screening level for the protection of surface water and groundwater, the TPH was
removed during the PAH removal action. Concentrations of TPH-D below the 100 mg/kg
cleanup level remain in boring locations outside the excavated area.

VOCs. In 1991, a soil gas investigation was conducted with nine soil gas samples collected at
the site at approximately 3 to 6 feet bgs. Detections of halogenated VOCs were reported at
concentrations ranging from 1.5 to 32.5 ppbv (URS, 2002d).

2.4.2.5 Contamination Exposure and Migration
PAHs have been removed from PRL 5-033; therefore, no human health impacts are expected
as a result of contact with soil (see Section 2.4.2.7 for more details). There are no threats to
surface water or groundwater remaining at this site. Migration is also not expected because
there are no significant levels of contaminants present at the site.

2.4.2.6 Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses

PRL S-033 is currently being leased to Beutler Heating and Air Conditioning. In the future,
PRL S-033 will likely continue to be used for commercial/industrial or mixed-use purposes.
However, in the Removal Action Report PRL S-033, residential scenarios were evaluated in
the human health risk assessment to provide information to evaluate the range of potential
uses for the site and to make future risk-management decisions.

2.4.2.7 Human Health Risk Assessment

The results of the post-removal action risk assessment for PRL S-033 are provided in
Section A2 of Appendix A, Section A2. The final human health risk assessment for
PRL 5-033 is based on 39 confirmation samples collected west of the building within the
excavation footprint and analyzed for PAHs. Data collected from unexcavated areas at the
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site and from imported soil used to fill the excavated area were not included in the risk
assessment.

The potential cancer risk and the non-cancer hazard indices were estimated for the
residential exposure scenarios at PRL 5-033. These risk results were originally presented in a
Removal Action Report for PRL 5-033 and represent residual risks after the removal action
was completed. Residential PRGs were used as cleanup goals for the removal action. Thus,
the occupational scenario was not presented in the Removal Action Report.

No potential sources of groundwater contamination were identified at PRL 5-033 during the
RI (OU B RICS, Volume 2 of 9, PRL S—033, Section 4.2). No contaminants of concern were
identified for groundwater at the site and groundwater samples have not been collected.
Therefore, the groundwater exposure scenario was not evaluated.

Risk Characterization. The potential cancer risk for soil is as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 5 feet bgs depth interval): 6 x i0

The potential noncancer risks for soil are as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 5 feet bgs depth interval): <1
• Future child resident (0 to 5 feet bgs depth interval): <1

The risk estimates for the residential scenarios are below EPA's risk management range.
These risk estimates are based on a reasonable maximum exposure and were developed
taking into account various conservative assumptions about the frequency and duration of
the receptor's exposure to soil and the toxicity of the COCs. These risk and hazard estimates
were for PAHs only. Metals and VOCs were excluded from the assessment, as VOCs were
not COCs, and concentrations of metals present are representative of background.

Uncertainties. There are uncertainties associated with the risk estimates for PRL S-033. These
are listed briefly below with additional discussion provided in Section A2 of Appendix A:

• Potential risks associated with low levels of VOCs in shallow soil gas and metals were
not calculated for PRL S-033.

• Groundwater samples have not been collected for the site; therefore, risks from
groundwater are not known.

• Although a site inspection noted no apparent spills in the building, the possibility exists
that leaks may have migrated through foundation cracks to the subsurface.

• Future re-use plans for this site are indefinite, but do not include residential use.

Basis for No Action. The riskestimates for PRL S-033 are less than 1 x 106, and there are no
threats to surface water or groundwater remaining at this site. Therefore, no further action is
warranted at this site under CERCLA to address non-VOC contaminants. VOCs detected in
shallow soil gas will be evaluated in a future FS and ROD.
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2.4.3 SA 003

2.4.3.1 Site Overview and Features

SA 003 is in the northern portion of IC 3, immediately south of Magpie Creek near the OU C
boundary in the north-central portion of OU B. SA 003 consists of an uncovered vehicle
washrack that is connected to a portion of the industrial wastewater line (PRL L-005E) and a
former hazardous waste storage area. The site is approximately 0.5 acre in extent, and the
sites closest to IC 3 are the aircraft painting facility (PRL S-031) and the hazardous waste
storage area (PRL S-032) north of Magpie Creek in OU C. These sites are believed to be the
source of groundwater VOC contamination beneath IC 3.

Operations at the washrack and hazardous waste storage area began in the mid-1960s. The
hazardous waste storage area and washrack were used to support civil engineering
construction and maintenance activities, but are no longer used. Some exposed soil is
present around the hazardous waste storage area, the washrack, and the IWL lift station.
The washrack and hazardous waste storage area are constructed of concrete.

SA 003 is surrounded by SA 010 to the southwest, SA 017 to the southeast, and SA 019 to the
south. These sites are all within IC 3.

2.4.3.2 Source of Contamination

The potential sources of contamination at SA 003 are spifis in the hazardous waste storage
area, overflows at the washrack, and leaks from the 1WL or its lift station. SVOCs, TPH,
metals, and VOCs have been identified as potential contaminants. Based on the analytical
results, two areas of contamination have been defined: an area of inorganic surface and
subsurface soil contamination adjacent to the hazardous waste storage area and washrack,
and an area of TPH subsurface soil contamination adjacent to the 1WL/1WL lift station.

Following is a list of documents, in chronological order, that were used to prepare this
summary:

Radian. 1995. Operable Unit B Remedial Investigation Characterization Summaries. Final.
December.

Text: Vol. 1, IC 3, pp. 1-43
All Data: Vol.3, Appendix A, IC 3, pp. 1-65

URS. 2002. Operable Unit B Data Gaps Remedial Investigation Characterization Summaries
Addendum. Draft Final. August.

Text: Vol. 1, IC 3, SA 3, pp. 1-45
Hits Table: Vol. 1, IC 3, SA 3, Attachment 1, pp. 1-11
All Data: Vol.2, Appendix A, SA 3, pp. 1-18
Human Health Risk Assessment Data: Vol.3, Appendix C, Section 9.3 pp. C9.3-1 to
C9.3-16, Tables 9.3-43 & 9.3-44

URS. 2003. OU B Phase 1 Petroleum, Oils and Lubricants (POL) and Shallow Soil Gas (SSG)
Remedial Investigation Characterization Summaries Addenda for Selected Sites, Volumes 1 and 2.

July.
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CH2MHILL. 2003. LRA Initial Parcel Feasibility Study #1. Final. August.

Data Summary and ESF excerpts, Vol. 1, Appendix H, Section 5, pp. H5-1 —H5-10
May 2003 data from AFRPA: Vol. 1, Appendix H, Section 5, SA 003 Attachment 2

2.4.3.3 Sampling Strategy and Type of Contamination

Several field investigations were performed between 1987 and 2003 to evaluate surface-soil,
vadose-zone, and groundwater contamination. The field investigations included surface and
subsurface soil sampling, and the installation and sampling of one groundwater monitoring
well immediately south of SA 003. Samples were analyzed for SVOCs, TPH, metals, and
VOCs. The primary site contaminants are TPH and lead in surface and shallow soil.
However, the extent of metals in soil has not been determined.

In addition, an excavation at an unknown location was performed in 1993 to remove surface
soils impacted with inorganic species. Confirmation soil samples were reportedly collected
after excavation, and no contamination was detected. Excavation and sampling records have
not been located; therefore, the contamination status has not been determined.

In 2002, further sampling to define the extent of TPH contamination in soil was conducted
during the POL/SSG Sites Phase 1 sampling effort. Seven samples were collected from
two borings and analyzed for TPH constituents. In addition, three soil samples were
collected by AFRPA from three soil borings in 2003 to better define the target volume1 for
remedial actions (Initial Parcel FS #1, Appendix H, SA 003 Attachment 2). While these data
were not collected under an approved sampling and analysis plan (SAP), confirmation
samples will be collected during the remedial action under an approved SAP to verify that
the full extent of contamination is remediated.

2.4.3.4 Location of Contamination

The following sections describe the lateral and vertical extent of contamination at SA 003.
TPH and lead are the primary contaminants, although the extent of metals contamination is
unknown. Figure 2-7 identifies the site location and significant site features. Figure 2-8
provides the data from the RI sampling for the COCs addressed in this ROD.

SVOCs. One SVOC, DEPH, was detected in a single soil sample at a concentration of
1.8 mg/kg at a depth of 6.7 feet bgs, but does not exceed screening levels for protection of
human health, surface water, or groundwater. Other SVOCs, such as PCBs, PAHs, and
pesticides, have not been adequately characterized at the site. This data gap will be
addressed during pre-excavation sampling or the remedial design.

TPH. During the RI, TPH-D concentrations 10,000 mg/kg and TPH-G concentrations of
29,000 mg/kg were identified at 9 feet bgs near the IWL lift station at SA 003 (soil boring
PL5EBOO6). These concentrations exceed the screening levels for protection of groundwater
of 100 mg/kg for TPH-D and 10 mg/kg for TPH-G. During the RI, TPH was detected as
deep as 20 feet bgs; however, TPH concentrations detected in soil at depths greater than
9 feet bgs did not exceed screening levels for the protection of surface water and
groundwater.

1 A target volume refers to the engineering estimate of the amount of soil attributable to the contaminant plume.
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Barium

Soil Boring
Depth

(feet bgs)

Lead Concentration

(mg/kg)a

Concentration

(mg/kg)b
SA3HAOO1 1

2.5
4

46/ 20.1
7.4

20.5

282 I 93.8
103
351

SA3HAOO2 1.25
2.75
4.5

184
18/7.67

12.1

2150

103/99.1

125
SA3HAOO3 1.25

2.75
4.5

47.7
5.02

14

120
28.1
602

SA3HAOO4 1.5
3

4.5

164
14.4
6.79

296
63.3
96.5

SA3HAOO5 1.25
3

4.5

29.6
3.01
11.4

130
75.7
279

SA3HAOO6 0.25
1.5

3

87.5
95.4

18

628
580
120

1C03B013 1.8
10

18
7

69
170

1C03B014 2.3
5.2

5.5
NA

49
180

ICO3BO16 6.7
12

120
6.4

160
91

1C03B017 2.8
9

7.6
8.8/9.9

100
170/180

ICO3BOI9 6.2
14.1

5.4
NA

180
140

ICO3S000I 0 42.3 76.4
ICO3S0002 0 452 I 564 2,800/4,580
PL5EBOO5 18.2

25.1
9.3
14

320
170

PL5EBOO6 9.7
18

4.7
11

170
150

685SB01c 1

10

120

NA
140

NA
685SB02c 6 NA NA
685SB03c 7 NA NA

Bold Text - Exceeds preliminary cleanup goal
NA - Not Analyzed
ND - Not Detected

a - preliminary cleanup goal for lead in surface soil (0 to 1 foot bgs)
is 137 mg/kg and in shallow soil (ito 15 feet bgs) is 148 mg/kg

b preliminary cleanup goal for barium in surface and shallow soil (0
to 15 feet bgs) is 2,400 mg/kg

CAFRPA data collected May 2003. Analytical results attached.

Soil Boring
Depth

(feet bgs)

TPH-D
Concentration

(mg/kg)a

TPH-G
Concentration

(mg/kg)b
SA3SBOOI 14.75

20
24.5

30.25

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

SA3SBOO2 23.75
29

ND
ND

ND
NA

SA3SBOO3 14.25
19.25

24
29.25

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

I .48J /1 .44J
ND

SA3SBOO4 9
13.5
18.5

23.25

2,540J
7.2J
6.IJ
4.2J

13
6.7J
6.2J
ND

SA3SBOO5 8.5
13.5
18.5
23.5

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

SA3SBOO6 8.5
13.5
18.5
23.5

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

1C03B016 6.7
19.1

19
20

NA
NA

1C03B017 2.8

9
19.6

17
14
ND

NA
NA
NA

ICO3BOI9 6.2

14.1

14

ND
NA
NA

PL5EBOO5 16.2
21.2

29

ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND

PL5EBOO6 9.1
15

26.4

10,000
ND
ND

29,000
ND
ND

685SB01c 1

10

NA
4

NA
ND

685SB02c 6 86 ND
685SB03c 7 31 ND

Bold Text - Exceeds preliminary cleanup goal
NA - Not Analyzed
ND - Not Detected

lower preliminary cleanup goal for TPH-D is 100 mg/kg in
surface and shallow soil. Upper preliminary cleanup goals for TPH
D are 3,190 mg/kg iii surface soil (0 to 1 foot bgs) and 3,900
mg/kg in shallow soil (1 to 15 feet bgs).

b - lower preliminary cleanup goal for TPH-G is 10 mg/kg in
surface and shallow soil. Upper preliminary cleanup goals for TPH
G are 160 mg/kg in surface soil (0 to 1 foot bgs) and 220 mg/kg in
shallow soil (1 to 15 feet bqs).

CAFRPA data collected May 2003. Analytical results attached. SA 003 FIGURE 2-8
DATA TABLES
LRA INITIAL PARCEL RECORD OF DECISION #1

FORMER McCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA
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During the Data Gap RI, six soil borings (SA3SBOO1 through SA3SBOO6) were drilled to
24 feet bgs and sampled to determine the lateral and vertical extent of subsurface soil TPH
contamination reported near the IWL/IWL lift station (soil boring PL5EBOO6). The
hand-auger borings were placed around RI boring 1C03S002. TPH was detected as deep as
24-feet bgs, and only one sample (SA3SB0004) had TPH concentrations above the screening
levels for the protection of surface water and groundwater.

Because of errors in soil boring placement and high TPH concentrations detected in soil
boring PL5EBOO6, the lateral extent of TPH contamination was not fully determined.
However, during the recent POL/SSG sampling effort, seven samples were collected from
two borings between 1 and 40 feet bgs and analyzed for TPH-D and TPH-G to adequately
characterize the lateral extent of TPH contamination. Concentrations of TPH-D did not
exceed 100 mg/kg. All TPH-G results were non-detect.

In addition, three soil samples were collected in April 2003 and analyzed for TPH-D and
TPH-G to better define the western extent of TPH contamination at SA 003. The
concentrations of TPH-D and TPH-G were less than the screening levels for the protection of
surface water and groundwater in all samples.

Metals. Soil samples collected adjacent to the hazardous waste storage area and washrack
contained inorganic species exceeding background concentrations and screening levels for
protection of human health and surface water. Inorganic concentrations did not exceed the
screening levels for protection of groundwater. Overflow from the washrack and IWL lift
station, and surface spills in and adjacent to the hazardous waste storage area are potential
sources of inorganic contamination.

Lead, which was detected most frequently above background concentrations, exceeded
screening levels for protection of human health and surface water, and is the primary non-
VOC contaminant. Lead detected in one surface soil sample at 564 mg/kg, collected from
soil boring 1C03S0002, exceeded the "combined" background concentration of 74 mg/kg,
and the screening levels for protection of human health of 148 mg/kg and surface water of
29 mg/kg. Of the 30 shallow soil samples collected below 1 foot bgs, the reported lead
concentrations in 2 samples exceeded the screening level for protection of human health of
148 mg/kg and in 4 samples exceeded the "combined" background concentration. Lead
concentrations did not exceed the screening level for protection of human health at depths
below 1.5 feet bgs.

Barium and nickel were detected in a single surface sample above the "combined"
background concentrations. Barium also exceeded the screening level for protection of
human health. Although the nickel concentration was elevated, it did not exceed screening
levels for protection of human health or the environment. The highest barium and nickel
concentrations coincide with lead contamination and will be addressed as part of the
remedial evaluation for lead contamination. Five other reported concentrations of barium
exceeded the "combined" background concentration of 352 mg/kg, three of which were
coincident with elevated lead concentrations.

Beryllium was detected above the "combined" background concentrations, but did not
exceed screening levels for protection of human health or the environment. Manganese was
detected above the "combined" background concentration in a single sample at
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3,600 mg/kg versus 1,600 mg/kg at 12 feet bgs. This concentration exceeded the screening
level for protection of human health. The maximum manganese concentration is coincident
with barium at 620 mg/kg, which exceeds the background concentrations but is less than
the screening levels. However, elevated barium and manganese concentrations were not
detected in a sample collected at 6.3 feet bgs from the same boring (ICO3BO11). Finally,
elevated beryffium and manganese concentrations do not coincide with lead or nickel
contamination.

Chromium, copper, molybdenum, silver, vanadium, and zinc were detected in surface and
shallow soil above "combined" background concentrations but did not exceed screening levels
for protection of human health, surface water, or groundwater. Aluminum was detected below
the "combined" background concentration but exceeded the screening level for protection of
surface water. Iron was detected at the "combined" background concentration but exceeded the
screening level for protection of human health and surface water.

Hexavalent chromium was detected in surface and shallow soil, at concentrations ranging
from 0.19 to 7.95 mg/kg, at depths ranging from 0 to 1.5 feet bgs. Hexavalent chromium
concentrations detected during the RI and Data Gap RI did not exceed screening levels for
protection of human health, surface water, or groundwater. A hexavalent chromium
concentration of 7.95 mg/kg was detected at soil boring SA3HAOO4 at 1.5 feet bgs. This
location is approximately 12 feet northwest of the RI surface scrape 1C03S0002, which
contained hexavalent chromium at a concentration of 2.98 mg/kg. The total area impacted
with hexavalent chromium has not been determined but appears coincident with the lead
contamination. The target volume calculated for this site extends to a concrete-lined section
of Magpie Creek and presumably includes the most northern extent of metals
contamination at the site. Therefore, elevated concentrations of hexavalent chromium are
likely within this target volume.

VOCs. During the RI, VOCs in soil gas were detected in two borings at depths from 21 to
62 feet bgs (Radian, 1995). No soil gas samples were collected from the 0—10 foot bgs soil
interval. In recent soil gas samples from the POL/SSG sampling effort, VOCs were detected
at concentrations greater than 1,000 ppbv at depths from 10 to 40 feet bgs (Phase 1 POL/SSG
RICS Addenda, URS, 2003). In the 5—15 foot bgs soil interval, 16 soil gas samples from
5 boring locations were collected. VOC contamination at SA 003 will be addressed in the
VOC FS Addendum and VOC ROD.

2.4.3.5 Contamination Exposure and Migration

Potential future exposure of residents or workers to contaminated soil is the most significant
exposure pathway. VOC migration to indoor air is a potentially significant exposure
pathway under some future land use scenarios. Potential exposure may also occur when
shallow soils are brought to the surface by excavation, drffling, or construction while
implementing the remedial action.

The likelihood of migration to other media is high. Based on analytical data reviewed
during the Initial Parcel FS #1 evaluation, TPH constituents present a potential threat to
groundwater, and lead presents a threat to surface water.
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2.4.3.6 Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses

The predominant current land uses at McClellan include industrial, aviation, and
residential. There are also some open areas present that are not currently used for any of
these purposes. The site is vacant at this time, awaiting potential use by some future tenant
through a lease arrangement with McClellan Park. In the future, SA 003 will likely be used
for commercial/industrial or mixed-use purposes.

2.4.3.7 Human Health Risk Assessment

An human health risk assessment was prepared following the procedures described in the
OU B RICS Addendum. However, the nature and extent of contamination in soil is not fully
defined; therefore, the risk assessment is considered incomplete at this time. The adverse
health effects posed by lead present at the site were evaluated separately using the
California EPA lead exposure model, Version 7. The estimated blood-lead level at the
99th percentile for the child residential receptor is 7.6 pg/dL for lead concentrations in soil at
0 to 10 feet bgs. The estimated blood-lead level is below the target level of 10 g/dL. The
estimated blood-lead level at the 99th percentile for the child residential receptor is
17 j.tg/dL for lead concentrations in soil at 0 to 2 feet bgs. The estimated blood-lead level is
above the target level of 10 j.tg/dL.

Basis for Action. Although the nature and extent of contamination is not fully defined and
the risk assessment is incomplete, the known contaminant concentrations of metals, VOCs,
and TPH exceeded the cleanup goals. TPH constituents present a potential threat to
groundwater, and lead presents a threat to surface water. Therefore, the response action
selected in this ROD is necessary to protect the public health or welfare or the environment
from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances in the environment. At this site,
TPH contamination is commingled with CERCLA contaminants; therefore, the site wifi be
cleaned up under CERCLA.

2.4.4 SA 035

2.4.4.1 Site Overview and Features

SA 035 is located in IC 25 in northern OU A and includes Building 20 and the surrounding
parking lot. The site covers approximately 20,000 square feet, or about one-half acre,
including about 12,000 square feet covered by Building 20. From 1936 to 1960, was a
quartermaster's warehouse. After 1966, it was a telecommunications coordination center. A
solvent spill was reported to have occurred in 1989, but no details of the spill, quantities
released, or location were documented (Jacobs, 2002). SVOCs, fuels, oils, and solvents were
identified as materials used or handled at the site.

In 1942, a 2,500-gallon diesel UST was installed just west of the building to supply fuel to a
back-up generator. Tank leak tests performed in 1986 and 1988 showed that no leaks were
present. In 1992, the UST and associated contaminated soil were removed. Confirmation
samples were collected from the tank excavation. No contamination was detected in the
confirmation samples at detection limits of 5 mg/kg TPH-G, 10 mg/kg TPH-D, and
0.001 mg/kg benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes. Because of these results, no
samples were collected at the immediate location of the UST during the RI and RWQCB
accepted the UST closure (RWQCB, 1996). However, three screening-level shallow soil gas

RDD/040290007 (CLR2462.DOC) 2-41



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 51 of 375
SEC11ON 2 THE DECISION SUMMARY

samples and two soil samples were collected within 20 feet of the former UST location
during the RI. Data from laboratory analyses of these samples are discussed in
Section 2.4.4.4.

SA 035 is surrounded by SA 038 to the southeast, SA 049 to the west, and the northern
section of SA 050 to the southwest. The site is adjacent to Building 21 to the east, which is
not an IRP site, and Peacekeeper Way to the north.

2.4.4.2 Source of Contamination

The source of contamination is not known, and there are no documented details of the
solvent spill that occurred. The primary contaminants for this ROD are metals and SVOCs,
although VOCs were also detected.

Following is a list of documents, in chronological order, that were used to prepare this
summary:

Jacobs. 2001. Operable Unit A Remedial Investigation Characterization Summaries. Final.

September.

Text: Vol. 1, IC 25, pp. 1-28

Jacobs. 2002. Operable Unit A Remedial Investigation Characterization Summaries Addendum.
Final. March.

Text: Vol. 1, SA35, pp. 1-18
Hits Table: Vol. 1, SA35, Attachment 1, pp. 1-8
All Data: Vol.2, Appendix 1, SA35, pp. 7-12, 23-35
Human Health Risk Assessment Data: Vol.3, Appendix 3, Section 1.3.1 pp. 1-9,
Tables 1.3.1.10 to 1.3.1.16

CH2M HILL. 2003. LRA Initial Parcel Feasibility Study #1. August.

Risk Assessment (for SVOCs only): Vol.2, Appendix G, pp. G2-11 — G2-16

Data Gaps Investigation Results, Vol.2, Appendix E, pp. E2-6 —E2-8
Data Summary and ESF excerpts, Vol. 1, Appendix H, Section 6, pp. H6-1 -H6-7
Addendum documenting the December 2003 data from characterization and limited
excavation activities performed by AFRPA (PENDING)

2.4.4.3 Sampling Strategy and Type of Contamination

During the UST removal conducted in 1992, confirmation soil samples were collected and
analyzed for petroleum-related constituents. No contamination was detected. Soil gas and
groundwater samples were collected around the exterior of Building 20 and analyzed for
VOCs during the Phase 2 RI and Data Gap investigation conducted from 1996 to 1999. No
samples were collected from beneath the building. VOCs, including halogenated VOCs,
were detected. As part of the Site Closure Data Gaps Investigation performed from
2000 to 2001, soil samples were collected and analyzed for metals and SVOCs (OU A RICS
Addendum, 2002). Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether (bis2CEE), in particular, was detected in the same
sample as elevated concentrations of arsenic. Soil samples were also collected and analyzed
for SVOCs during the Initial Parcel FS Data Gap Investigation conducted in 2002. Bis2CEE
was not detected. Further characterization and limited excavation at the location of the
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bis2CEE detection and elevated arsenic concentration were performed in December 2003 by
AFRPA.

2.4.4.4 Location of Contamination

The following sections describe the lateral and vertical extent of contamination at SA 035.
SVOCs and metals were the COC. However, several phases of RIs concluded that significant
sources of contamination are not present at the site. Figure 2-9 identifies the site location and
significant site features.

Metals. During the RI, six metals were identified at concentrations greater than the normal
variance of background (arsenic, beryllium, barium, copper, lead, and zinc). Of these, only
arsenic and barium were detected at concentrations greater than the "combined"
background values. The maximum arsenic detection of 12.4 mg/kg was detected in soil
boring SA35SBOO1 at 1 foot, and barium was detected at 374 mg/kg in soil boring
SA35SBOO2 at 4 feet. The reported arsenic concentration exceeded the McClellan
"combined" background concentration for arsenic of 5.8 mg/kg. However, a sample taken
in the same boring at 3 feet bgs measured 3.2 mg/kg, well below the combined background
concentration. The maximum reported arsenic concentration in soil boring SA35SBOO1 may
be contamination. Although barium exceeded the "combined" background concentration of
352 mg/kg, it did not exceed screening levels for protection of human health and the
environment.

Cadmium was detected at greater than the "combined" background concentration at
SA35SBOO3 at 0.5 and 2 feet bgs; however, the reported concentrations of 2.2 and 2.3 mg/kg
were less than the screening levels for protection of human health and the environment.
Boring SA35SBOO3 is located west of Building 20, adjacent to the former UST, and
approximately 100 feet south of the nearest boring, SA35SBOO1, as shown on Figure 2-9.
Lead was detected at slightly elevated concentrations in the same samples at 41.8 and
51.7 mg/kg, respectively, but the concentrations were less than the "combined" background
concentration. Given that the screening levels for protection of human health, groundwater,
and surface water were not exceeded, cadmium and lead were not considered significant
contaminants at the site.

Subsequent to completing the Initial Parcel FS #1 and at the request of the state, the Air
Force performed a limited excavation of soil during additional characterization of the
elevated arsenic detection at SA35SBOO1. This work was performed during December 2003
and is documented in an addendum to the Initial Parcel FS #1. Approximately 1.2 cubic
yards of soil were removed at the location of the boring (SA35SBOO1). After the excavation,
soil samples were collected and analyzed for arsenic using method SW7060 (and SVOCs as
discussed in the following subsection). A composite sample was collected from the four
sidewalls at 1 foot bgs, and a discrete sample and field duplicate were collected from the
center of the excavation floor. The arsenic concentrations in the composite sidewall sample
was 4.6 mg/kg and the field duplicate of the discrete excavation was floor sample
3.5 mg/kg. Both were less than the "combined" background concentration for arsenic
4.9 mg/kg. The only concentration that exceeded the "combined" background concentration
was a 7.3 mg/kg result from the primary excavation floor sample. These recent data suggest
that arsenic concentrations at the site are similar to or only slightly greater than those of
background.
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SVOCs. SVOCs were reported in SA35SB0O1 (0.5 feet bgs) and included bis2CEE at
0.462 mg/kg, DEPH at 0.145 mg/kg, and benzoic acid at 0.228 mg/kg. The location of this
boring is shown on Figure 2-9 and is approximately 10 feet north of the northwest corner of
Building 20. The bis2CEE detection exceeds the cleanup goal for the protection of human
health. No SVOCs were detected in a sample collected at 2 feet bgs in this boring. In
SA35SBOO3, DEPH was reported in surface and 3.5 foot bgs samples at concentrations of
0.167 mg/kg and 0.196 g/kg, respectively. Both of these results were reported as trace and
estimated concentrations. SA35SBOO3 was located adjacent to the former UST.

Because the bis2CEE detection exceeded its preliminary remediation goal during the site
closure data gap sampling effort, it was identified as a data gap and was addressed in the
Initial Parcel Data Gaps Investigation. A source for the bis2CEE is not known at this site.
Four samples were collected at three locations in a triangular pattern approximately 15 feet
away from the previous boring (SA35SBOO1). The samples were collected between 1 and
2 feet bgs. B1s2CEE was not detected in any of the samples; however, bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate was identified at a J-flagged concentration of 0.0657 mg/kg. This
detection is likely the result of laboratory contamination and not a site contaminant.
Although the extent of bis2CEE is limited, it was identified as a COCat the site because the
previously reported concentration significantly exceeds the cleanup goal for protection of
human health.

As stated above, the Air Force performed a limited soil excavation during additional
characterization of the bis2CEE detection at SA35SBOO1. No SVOCs were detected in the
three soil samples collected from the excavation sidewall and floor. In addition, no SVOCs
were detected in the sample of excavated soil prior to its disposal.

VOCs. Shallow soil gas samples were collected at three locations adjacent to the former UST
located west of the building. The samples were collected at depths ranging from 6.3 to 7 feet
bgs. Only one detection of a VOC was reported, acetone at 750 ppbv from SA35PROO1. TCE
at 1,300 ppbv and propane at 1,800 ppbv were detected at a depth of 81 feet bgs in soil gas
samples. These contaminants are most likely attributed to contaminant off-gassing from
groundwater at 120 feet bgs or smear zone contamination (Jacobs, 2001). VOCs were also
detected in groundwater. Carbon tetrachloride was detected up to 19 pg/L, and TCE was
detected up to 15 ig/L. TCE and carbon tetrachioride may be from an upgradient source
(Jacobs, 2001). VOCs wifi be addressed in the VOC FS Addendum and VOC ROD.

2.4.4.5 Contamination Exposure and Migration
Potential future exposure of residents or workers to near-surface contaminated soil has been
significantly reduced at this site through limited soil removal during the additional site
characterization sampling during December 2003. As a result, at this site no threats to
human health, groundwater, or surface water remain.

2.4A.6 Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses

The predominant current land uses at McClellan include industrial, aviation, and
residential. Some open areas are also present that are not currently used for any of these
purposes. The site is occupied at this time by a lease tenant (Surewest Communications).
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In the future, SA 035 will likely continue to be used for commercial/industrial or mixed-use
purposes. However, various scenarios were evaluated in the human health risk assessment,
including the residential scenarios, to provide information to evaluate the range of potential
uses for the site and to make future risk-management decisions.

2.4.4.7 Human Health Risk Assessment

The results of the baseline risk assessment for SA 035 are provided in Section A3 of
Appendix A,. The risk assessment is as presented in the OU A RICS Addenda except that
the SVOC data from the RI and 2002 Data Gaps investigation were combined and associated
risks were recalculated as documented in Appendix G of the Initial Parcel FS #1. Risks were
not recalculated after the additional characterization activities and limited excavation
performed during 2003 (Addendum to Initial Parcel FS #1, April 2004).

Both residential and occupational exposure scenarios were evaluated for SA 035. The risk
results for these scenarios are summarized below and presented in the text and risk
summary tables of Appendix A.

Risk Characterization. Prior to the limited excavation, the potential cancer risks for SA 035
were as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 2 x iO
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): 5 x iO

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 2 x iO
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 5 x iO
• Outdoor Occupational Worker: 5 x 106
• Indoor Occupational Worker: 2 x iO
• Future Construction Worker: 1 x 10-6

The risk estimates for the residential scenarios exceed EPA's risk management range. The
primary contributor to the potential cancer risks is the homegrown produce pathway for
bis2CEE. The risk estimates for the worker scenarios, however, are within or below EPA's
risk management range.

Prior to the limited excavation, the potential noncancer risks were as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): <1
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): <1

• Future child resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 2
• Future child resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): 1

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 2
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 1

• Future child resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 4
• Future child resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 4

• Outdoor occupational worker:<1
• Indoor occupational worker: <1
• Future construction worker: <1
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The main contributors to the hazard indices for the residential scenarios are VOCs in
groundwater and arsenic in soil through the homegrown produce pathway. For the worker
scenarios, the hazard indices are less than 1 indicating that the potential for adverse
noncancer health effects for those receptors are unlikely.

Based on the risk assessment, the potential cancer risk from groundwater exposure for
future adult residents is 5.0 x 10-i. The main contributors to the potential cancer risk are
carbon tetrachloride and TCE. For groundwater, the noncancer hazard index for the future
adult resident is 1.0 and the hazard index for the future child resident is 2.0. The main
contributors to the hazard indices are carbon tetrachloride and TCE.

Uncertainties. There are uncertainties associated with the risk estimates for SA 035. These are
listed briefly below with additional discussion provided in Section A3 of Appendix A:

• Future re-use plans for this site are indefinite, but do not include residential use.

• The partition coefficients used to estimate potential risks from the homegrown produce
pathway are uncertain.

• Because bis(2-chloroethyl)ether was considered a non-VOC for the Initial Parcel FS
human health risk assessment, the risk estimates do not include the indoor or ambient
air pathways. (See Appendix A, Section A3.5 for further discussion of bis(2-
chloroethyl)ether as a non-VOC.)

• The majority of the adult carcinogenic risk is attributed to bis2CEE which was only
detected in one sample. This location was subsequently excavated so current risks are
likely to be significantly lower.

• Toxicity criteria for some VOCs and arsenic have changed since the human health risk
assessment was conducted. (See Appendix A, Section A3.5 for a discussion of specific
toxicity criteria changes.)

Basis for No Action. Potential future exposure of residents or workers to near-surface
contaminated soil has been addressed at this site through limited soil removal during the
additional site characterization. Results are now non-detect for the organic bis2CEE, and
arsenic levels are at background. As a result, at this site no threats to human health or the
environment remain. Therefore, no action is necessary at this site.

2.4.5 SA 041

2.4.5.1 Site Overview and Features

SA 041 is in the central portion of IC 26, which is in the northeastern portion of OU A. It
includes Building 54, which consisted of a welding and sheet-metal fabrication shop in the
western half of the building, and a carpentry shop in the eastern half of the building. The
shops were in operation from 1944 to 1990. Thereafter, an Employee Relations office
occupied Building 54. The building covers the majority of the site, and the total site area is
approximately 28,000 square feet.

Activities in the building involved minimal use of hazardous materials. Specific chemicals
handled at the site included a variety of solvents, adhesives, fuels, and oils. Wastes
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generated by the operations in the building were taken to a hazardous waste storage area
directly north of the building until pick up and final disposal.

SA 041 is surrounded by PRL S-014 to the north, SA 034 to the east, and SA 040 to the south.
The site is adjacent to Building 21 to the west, which is not an IRP site. The site is not under
the influence of any soil vapor extraction system.

2.4.5.2 Source of Contamination

Suspected sources of contamination were not identified because the building has a concrete
floor with no drains and no visual evidence of contamination was noted. The building slab
is also surrounded by asphalt and concrete (Jacobs, 2001), and based on aerial photos from
1946 to the present, this area has been covered with buildings and asphalt paving. During
the RI, low levels of VOCs were identified.

Following is a list of documents, in chronological order, that were used to prepare this
summary:

1992, IRP OUA Remedial Investigation Sampling and Analysis Plan, Section 3 Field Sampling Plan
(FSP), Volume 2, pp. SA41-1-2.

Jacobs, 1995. RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Characterization Summary (SCS) and Field
Sampling Plan, Part 2A, Operable Unit A, IC 26. November.

Jacobs, 2001. Interim Basewide Remedial Investigation Report Final Part 2A-Remedial Investigation
Characterization Summaries. September. Text: Vol. 1 IC 26 pp. 1-28.

URS, 2003, Quarterly Vadose Zone Monitoring Report, October —December 2002, February.

Jacobs. 2002. Operable Unit A Remedial Investigation Characterization Summaries Addendum.
Final. March. CH2M HILL. 2003. LRA Initial Parcel Feasibility Study # TI. August. Data
Summary and ESF excerpts, Vol. 1, Appendix H, Section 7, pp. H7-1 —H7-4

2.4.5.3 Sampling Strategy and Type of Contamination

During the Phase 1 RI, shallow screening soil gas samples were collected at eight locations
around the perimeter of Building 54 during 1992. Samples were analyzed for VOCs. No soil
samples were collected.

2.4.5.4 Location of Contamination

The following sections describe the lateral and vertical extent of contamination at SA 041.
No primary contaminants were identified. Figure 2-10 identifies the site location and
significant site features. Results from six of the eight soil gas samples collected at depths of
3 to 5 feet bgs reported low levels of aromatic VOCs, up to 950 ppbv. A Method TO-14
sample collected at SA41SGO1 confirmed the presence of low levels of halogenated VOCs
(primarily, carbon tetrachioride and Freon constituents) ranging in concentration from 6.6 to
78 ppbv (SCS and FSP, Jacobs, 1995b). Due to these low levels of VOCs, further soil
sampling was not conducted. Based on the OU A RI SAP, soil samples were collected only if
a known or suspected release location was identified (OU A RI SAP, 1992). Because the
building has a concrete floor with no drains, visual evidence of contamination was not
noted, and paving surrounds the building except for a 3-foot-wide strip of exposed soil
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along the east side of the building, suspected sources or potential contaminant pathways
were not identified and no soil samples were collected (SCS and FSP, Jacobs, 1995b). Also,
based on the most recent vadose zone quarterly monitoring report (URS, 2003), there
appears to be no source of soil gas contamination in the vicinity of SA 041. VOC issues are
being addressed in the VOC FS Addendum and VOC ROD.

2.4.5.5 Contamination Exposure and Migration

There were no COC identified for this site. Therefore, exposure pathways were not
predicted and migration of contamination is not expected.

2.4.5.6 Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses

The predominant current land uses at McClellan include industrial, aviation, and
residential. Some open areas are also present that are not currently used for any of these
purposes. The site is currently vacant, awaiting reuse by a future tenant through a lease
arrangement with McClellan Park. In the future, SA 041 will likely be used for commercial!
industrial or mixed-use purposes.

2.4.5.7 Human Health Risk Assessment

According to the OU A RICS, site investigations revealed that activities within the building
involved minimal use of hazardous materials. In addition, potential contaminant pathways
were not identified because the building had concrete floors with no drains, and there was
no visual evidence of contamination noted. There was also no exposed soil present around
the building with the exception of a narrow 3-foot-wide strip along the east side of the
building. Therefore, soil and groundwater sampling was not deemed necessary for the site.
However, shallow screening soil gas samples were collected around the perimeter of the
building. Confirmed analytes were not reported at concentrations greater than 500 ppbv.
Because shallow soil gas samples did not exceed 500 ppbv and soil sampling was
determined to not be necessary, contaminants of potential concern were not selected during
the screening level human health risk assessment (SCS and FSP, Jacobs, 1995), which did not
include the indoor air pathway. Therefore, a human health risk assessment was not
performed for the site.

Basis for No Action. Soil gas screening found only low levels of VOCs; therefore, no soil
samples were collected. Excess risks at SA 041 are not expected since no COC were
identified during the screening level risk assessment and there were no known or suspected
sources of contamination. There are no threats to surface water or groundwater quality.
Therefore, no action is necessary at this site to address non-VOC contaminants. VOC
contaminants will be addressed in subsequent RODs.

2.4.6 SA 091

2.4.6.1 Site Overview and Features

SA 091 is in southern OU A in IC 43 and consists of the former warehouse Building 621
(Bays A through D) and an associated open storage lot to the east. The site is approximately
10 acres. The former warehouse covered more than half of the site. The site also included a
paved 4.5-acre open storage area east of the building that still exists. The building was
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constructed about 1946 and served as general warehousing until it was likely remodeled in
1981. Bay A then became a designated hazardous materials storage area and the remaining
bays were used to receive and store non-hazardous materials. A variety of solvents, acids,
bases, paints, electrical transformers, and compressed gases were stored at the site.
Materials were generally stored on pallets, and any leaking or damaged containers were
stored in a bermed staging area in Bay A until released for offbase disposal. A solvent spill
was reported west of Bay C in 1988. Records indicate that the spill was investigation and
contaminated soil (approximately 16 cubic yards) was subsequently removed.

In a 1953 photograph, the open storage lot appears to be paved. The entire area of the site
surrounding the building has been covered by pavement since at least 1953. Records
indicate that PCB transformers and transformer oil were handled and stored in this area,
and spills or leaks were likely to have occurred. The site was active until approximately
1994, at which time Building 621 was demolished and only the foundation remained.

SA 091 is surrounded by confirmed site (CS) 024 to the east, SA 088 to the northeast, and SA
104 to the north. The site is bounded to the south by the base property line.

2.4.6.2 Source of Contamination

The primary source of contamination is likely spills from materials stored in the open
storage area. During the RI, pesticides were identified in this area. Another potential source
of contamination was the spill west of Bay C. However, records indicate that a removal
action was conducted and the contamination was removed.

Following is a list of documents, in chronological order, that were used to prepare this
summary:

Jacobs. 1995, Final Part 2A: OUA Site Characterization Summary/FSP for IC 43,
Section IC 43, pps. 1 through 56, and Appendix C.

Jacobs. 2001. Operable Unit A Remedial Investigation Characterization Summaries. Final.
December.

Text: Vol. 3, IC 43, pp. 1-48
Hits Table: Vol. 3, IC 43, Attachment 1, pp. 1-30
All Data: Vol. 9, Appendix Al, SA91, pp. 4-6, 8-25CH2M HILL. 2003. Initial Parcel Feasibility
Study #1. Final. August.

Risk Assessment (for pesticides only): Vol. 2, Appendix G, pp. G2-17 — G2-21
Data Gaps Investigation Results, Vol.2, Appendix E, pp. E2-18 —E2-2l
Data Summary and ESF excerpts, Vol. 1, Appendix H, Section 2, pp. H8-l —H8-7

2.4.6.3 Sampling Strategy and Type of Contamination

In 1988, soil samples were collected during a solvent spill investigation west of Bay C at
Building 621. Samples were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and metals. Soil gas and soil
samples were collected and analyzed for TPH, pesticides, PCBs, and VOCs (soil gas samples
only) during the Phase 1 RI. Only soil gas samples were collected around Building 621 to
determine the need for further soil sampling. In the open storage area, sampling and
analysis were tailored to uses identified during interviews and as described in
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Section 2.4.6.1. As a part of the Initial Parcel FS Data Gap investigation conducted in 2002,
shallow soil samples were collected and analyzed for pesticides to bound previously
reported detections identified during the RI.

2.4.6.4 Location of Contamination

The following sections describe the lateral and vertical extent of contamination at SA 091.
TPH, pesticides, PCBs, and VOCs were identified. However, several phases of RIs
concluded that significant contamination is not present at the site. Figure 2-11 identifies the
site location and significant site features.

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons. TPH-Dwas reported from hand-auger borings drilled in the
open storage lot. The highest reported detection was 76 mg/kg from SA91HAO11. Most
reported detections were in the surface sample at 0.25 foot bgs and were typically not
detected at the 2.5-foot bgs sample. No detections were reported from the 5-foot bgs sample
depth. The extent of TPH-D detections appears to be limited to the central part of the
sampled area.

Pesticides. Based on the RI data, pesticides were reported sporadically across the site. Most
detections were very low and ranged in concentration from 0.001 to 0.029 mg/kg. These
concentrations were often qualified as tentatively identified and estimated. One sample
location, however, contained a slightly elevated detection of two compounds. DDT44 and
DDE44 concentrations of 0.34 mg/kg and 0.47 mg/kg, respectively, were reported in the
sample from SA91HAOO1 at a depth of 2.5 feet. In this boring, there were no detections at
the surface and 5-foot bgs samples. This location, the northwestern-most sample location,
was not bounded laterally, and a data gap existed.

Step-out sampling, as part of the Data Gaps Investigation for the Initial Parcel FS, was
conducted to define the lateral extent of pesticide contamination found in soil boring
SA91HAOO1. Shallow hand-auger borings were drilled at grid locations spaced at
approximately 50-foot intervals. Samples were collected at 0 to 0.5 foot and at 2 feet. Results
of this sampling contained similar compounds reported in boring SA91HAOO1 during the
RI. These included detections of DDE44 and DDT44. Concentrations were very low when
compared to the slightly elevated hits detected in the RI and, with one exception, were all
J-flagged as estimated. The maximum reported DDE44 detection was 0.0057 J mg/kg. The
maximum reported DDT44 was 0.0192 mg/kg. A detection of DDD44 was also reported
from one sample at 0.001 1 mg/kg. Based on this sampling event, the previously elevated
detections from the RI were successfully bounded.

Polychiorinated Biphenyls. Based on interview records, the parking area was a known PCB
transformer storage location with potential spill and leak occurrences; therefore, soil
samples were collected and analyzed for PCB contamination in this area. According to the
RI data, 76 samples from 28 locations were collected from hand-auger borings drilled in the
adjacent open storage lot and analyzed for PCBs using method SW8080. The method
detection limits ranged from 0.03 mg/kg to 3 mg/kg with method detection limits for
89 percent of the PCB analyses less than the screening level of 0.063 mg/kg. There were no
PCB contaminants detected. The elevated method detection limits were reported in seven
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samples, of which oniy one had a detection of TPH-D and two others had detections of
pesticides. Six of the seven samples were from three adjacent borings. The reason for the
elevated method detection limits is not known, nor is the relative location of these samples
to the reported transformer storage. Samples were collected at 32 locations (28 locations
during the RI and 4 locations during the 2002 data gaps investigation) in a grid pattern
within the open storage area on 50 foot centers. The four locations with elevated method
detection limits represent approximately 13% of the open storage area.

VOCs. Based on the RI data, VOC contamination was detected in 20 shallow soil gas samples
collected around Building 621. Analytical results from the soil gas samples indicated that all
constituents detected were less than 100 ppbv. PCE and 1,1,1-TCA were the primary
contaminants detected at approximately 1 ppbv. However, the presence of PCE and
1,1,1-TCA was not confirmed during confirmation analysis performed at the same time.
Only low levels, less than 100 ppbv, of acetone, a common laboratory contaminant, were
detected in the confirmation samples. Based on this information and according to the
Phase 1 Data Quality Objectives, further soil samples were not collected around
Building 621 because no individual constituent in the soil gas was above 500 ppbv. With the
exception of one solvent spill that was remediated, there is no specific knowledge of a VOC
source.

SA 091 is above a groundwater plume primarily contaminated with TCE. Contamination is
most likely a result of groundwater contamination migrating from CS 024, which is to the
east of SA 091. VOC issues will be addressed in the VOC FS Addendum and VOC ROD.

2.4.6.5 Contamination Exposure and Migration
Potential future exposure of residents or workers to contaminated soil is the most significant
and likely exposure pathway at SA 091. Potential exposure is likely to occur when shallow
soils are brought to the surface by excavation, drilling, or construction. Migration is not
expected because there are no significant levels of non-VOC contaminants present at the
site. In addition, the low levels of non-VOC contaminants at the site do not present a threat
to surface water or groundwater quality.

2.4.6.6 Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses

The predominant current land uses at McClellan include industrial, aviation, and
residential. Some open areas are also present that are not currently used for any of these
purposes. The site is vacant at this time, the former foundation of Building 621 has been
demolished and the site is awaiting redevelopment by some future tenant through a lease
arrangement with McClellan Park.

In the future, SA 091 will likely be used for commercial/industrial or mixed-use purposes.
A business park has been scheduled for development at this location. However in the Initial
Parcel FS #1, various scenarios were evaluated in the human health risk assessment,
including the residential scenarios, to provide information to evaluate the range of potential
uses for the site and to make future risk-management decisions.

2.4.6.7 Human Health Risk Assessment

For soil, the results of the baseline risk assessment for SA 091 are provided in Section A4 of
Appendix A. The risk assessment is also documented in Appendix C of the Initial Parcel
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FS #1. For groundwater, a screening-level assessment of potential risks was performed for
the ROD and is summarized here.

Both residential and occupational exposure scenarios were evaluated for SA 091. The risk
results for these scenarios are summarized below and presented in the text and risk
summary tables of Appendix A.

Risk Characterization. The potential cancer risks for SA 091 based on soil exposure only are
as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 7 x iO
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): 6 x 10-8
• Outdoor occupational worker: 4 x 10-10
• Future construction worker: 1 x iO

The risk estimates for the residential scenarios and worker scenarios for soil exposure are
below EPA's risk management range. In addition, the noncancer hazard indices are less than
1 for the scenarios evaluated for soil exposure indicating that the potential for adverse
non-cancer health effects is unlikely.

For the screening-level groundwater evaluation, the potential cancer risk for future adult
residents is 2 x i04. The main contributors to the potential cancer risk are arsenic and TCE.
For groundwater, the noncancer hazard index for the future adult resident is 10 and the
hazard index for the future child resident is 20. The main contributor to the hazard indices is
TCE.

Uncertainties. There are uncertainties associated with the risk estimates for SA 091. These are
listed briefly below with additional discussion provided in Section A4 of Appendix A:

• Groundwater underlying this site has likely been affected by an upgradient source;
therefore, site-related risks specific to SA 091 associated with exposure to groundwater
could not be evaluated.

• Current re-use plans for the site are indefinite, but do not include residential use.

• Only limited samples from the site were analyzed for SVOCs and metals. These samples
were collected outside of the exposure area as discussed in Section 2.4.6.3. None of the
samples collected from the open storage and truck parking area were analyzed for PAHs
or metals.

Basis for No Action. The riskestimates for SA 091 soil are below the EPA's target risk
management range of 10-a and 10-6, and no threats to groundwater or surface-water quality
are present. Therefore, no action is warranted at this site.

2.4.7 Summary of Potential Impacts to Groundwater and Surface Water

Potential impacts to water quality have been identified at two of the six CERCLA
contaminated ROD sites: PRL S-014 and SA 003.

At PRL S-014, concentrations of the non-VOC contaminant of concern, PCB-1260, in shallow
soil exceed the cleanup level for the protection of surface water. Therefore, impacts to
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surface water are possible. However, the maximum concentration of PCB-1260 does not
exceed the cleanup goal for the protection groundwater. Thus, there were no potential
impacts to groundwater identified at this site.

At SA 003, concentrations of lead, TPH-D, and TPH-G exceed their respective cleanup levels
for the protection of surface water. Therefore, non-VOC contamination at this site may
impact surface-water quality. In addition, concentrations of TPH-G and TPH-D exceed
cleanup levels for the protection of groundwater. Therefore, impacts to groundwater are
possible. Metals contamination in soil is commingled with the fuels-related contamination at
this site. Because maximum contaminant concentrations were less than cleanup goals,
impacts to surface-water and groundwater quality were not identified at the remaining four
sites.

2.5 Remedial Action Objectives
RAOs for McClellan are statements developed by AFRPA and the regulatory agencies that
define the extent to which the sites will require cleanup to meet the objectives of protecting
human health and the environment. These RAOs reflect the non-VOC COC, exposure routes
and receptors, and acceptable contaminant concentrations or range of concentrations for
soil. Additional RAOs describe goals for the remedial action related to land use,
coordination of remedial programs, and use of innovative technology. The RAOs for
non-VOCs in soil within the Initial Parcel sites at McClellan include the following:

• Prevent and reduce to acceptable levels human exposure to soil contaminants.

• Prevent or reduce to acceptable levels the impact to groundwater and surface water.

• Reduce risks to ecological receptors to a level consistent with habitat quality.

• Achieve compatibility with other remedial actions at McClellan (i.e., actions to address
VOC contamination).

• Reduce the volume of contaminated soil.

• Protect surface-water and groundwater quality.

• Maximize, to the extent practicable, the amount of land available for unrestricted use,
and where not possible, to the land's best use.

• Restore cleaned areas to a condition compatible with the existing surrounding
environment and land use.

• Expedite site cleanup and restoration.

• Consider innovative technologies to reduce the length and cost of cleanup actions.

An excess lifetime cancer risk of 1 x 10-6 and a non-cancer HQ of 1.0 for each contaminant
were used to calculate cleanup goals for protection of human health for an unrestricted land

Note: The Draft Final Initial Parcel ROD #1 included the following RAO: "Achieve lowest cleanup levels that are
technically and economically feasible." The Air Force removed this RAO from the Final version of the ROD. The
Air Force believes that this RAO is not relevant to the selected remedies in this ROD. The State disagrees with
the removal of this RAO, however, the State will not dispute the removal of this RAO in this ROD, as the State
believes the deleted RAO will be satisfied by the cleanup levels designed to protect human health.
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use scenario. The first RAO listed above is achieved if individual contaminant
concentrations are less than or equal to these cleanup goals.

2.6 Description of Alternatives

Representative process options were screened and assembled into nine remedial alternatives
that address a broad range of site conditions and non-VOC contaminants in soil at the sites
within the Initial Parcel. The assembled alternatives include the following:

• Alternative 1 — No Action (Unrestricted Land Use)
• Alternative 2— Institutional Controls Only (Restricted Land Use)
• Alternative 3A — Excavation/Landfill (Unrestricted Land Use)
• Alternative 3B — Excavation/Landfill (Restricted Land Use)
• Alternative 4A — Bioventing (Unrestricted Land Use)
• Alternative 4B — Bioventing (Restricted Land Use)
• Alternative 5— Excavation/Treatment/Backfill (Unrestricted Land Use)
• Alternative 6— Multilayer Cap (Restricted Land Use)
• Alternative 7— Excavation/Corrective Action Management Unit (CAMU) (Restricted

Land Use)

Alternatives 6 and 7 were screened out prior to the detailed analysis of alternatives in the
Initial Parcel FS. These alternatives were screened out because both have a moderate to high
capital cost and will require long-term institutional controls to ensure that the cap or cover
remains protective. Additionally, future land use at the CAMU or capped areas will be
permanently restricted to activities that will not damage the cover or cap and create
exposure pathways.

Alternatives 4A and 4B are appropriate for sites contaminated with only fuel-related
contaminants. Sites with only fuel-related contaminants are handled under State
requirements. Under CERCLA, no action would be considered for this site.

2.6.1 Alternative 1 — No Action (Unrestricted Land Use)

In accordance with the NCP, the No Action alternative was evaluated to establish a basis for
comparison with other alternatives. No remedial activities will take place under this
alternative; therefore, contamination is not reduced. Under this alternative, the Air Force
would take no further action to address soil contamination problems or to minimize further
contaminant releases from the sites. Any reduction in contaminant concentrations would be
a result of natural degradation.

2.6.2 Alternative 2 — Institutional Controls (Restricted Land Use)

No active remediation would be conducted under this alternative. Instead, institutional
controls will be implemented to eliminate or limit exposure pathways to human receptors
through non-engineering methods. This alternative results in restricted land use. No
remediation of soil is required to support industrial or other mixed land uses. If excavation
and other site work are necessary, environmental and worker safety control measures will
be implemented.
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Institutional control measures such as permit programs, proper zoning, monitoring, and
enforcement will be used to maintain site security, control potential contaminant migration
and exposure, and limit land use. The institutional controls will "run with the land" in
perpetuity and will provide adequate protection as long as they are monitored and
enforced.

Implementation of institutional controls will require participation from three parties:
AFRPA, Sacramento County, and the State. Each party has the responsibility for
implementing specific institutional controls as summarized below. In addition, Alternative 2
includes monitoring and enforcement of the institutional controls by each of the three
parties and the EPA.

• Part 2A - InstitutionalControls Implemented by AFRPA
— Environmental encroachment permits
— Deed covenants
— Deed notices
— Advisories

Where protection of human health and the environment requires restriction of the use of the
land or groundwater, institutional controls are designed to prevent unauthorized use.
Where property is to be transferred by the Air Force, the key institutional control elements
include the following:

— Each federal deed or letter of transfer to another federal agency will include a
description of the residual contamination on the property and the selected
restrictions. The institutional controls, in the form of deed restrictions are
"environmental restrictions" under California Civil Code Section 1471, which will
run with the land.

— The Air Force will conduct annual monitoring and undertake prompt action to
address activity that is inconsistent with the institutional control objective or use
restrictions, exposure assumptions, or any action that may interfere with the
effectiveness of the institutional controls. The Air Force will submit to the regulatory
agencies an annual monitoring report on the status of the institutional controls and
how any institutional control deficiencies or inconsistent uses have been addressed.
The institutional control monitoring reports will not be subject to approval and/or
revision by the regulatory agencies. The annual monitoring reports will be used as
part of the Five Year Review to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy.

— The Air Force will notify EPA and the State via e-mail or telephone as soon as
practicable, but no later than 2 weeks after discovery of any activity that is
inconsistent with the institutional control objective or use restrictions, exposure
assumptions, or any action that may interfere with the effectiveness of the
institutional controls. Joint approval from the Air Force, EPA and the State of
California will be required for any proposed modifications of institutional controls
described in the ROD.

— Before transfer of title to the property including one or more of the sites at which
institutional controls are selected, the Air Force will execute a Land Use Covenant
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with the state that includes the selected restrictions. The State Land Use Covenant
will be recorded before the recording of the federal deed.

• Part 2B —Institutional Controls Implemented by Sacramento County
— Zoning and other ordinances
— Local permits
— Advisories

• Part 2C — Institutional Controls Implemented by the State

— State Land Use Covenant

2.6.3 Alternative 3A — Excavation/Landfill (Unrestricted Land Use) and
Alternative 3B — Excavation/Landfill (Restricted Land Use)
Under Alternatives 3A and 3B, Initial Parcel sites contaminated with non-VOCs, metals, or
TPH that exceed cleanup goals will be excavated and the soil/debris transported to an
offbase landfill for permanent disposal. The offbase disposal may be at a Class I or Class II
landfill as appropriate. However, for most sites within the Initial Parcel, disposal at a
Class II landfill will be acceptable

Alternative 3A uses a lower set of cleanup goals for TPH as compared to Alternative 3B. The
cleanup goals for the other non-VOCs remain the same. The resulting land use under
Alternative 3A is unrestricted if no other contaminants (e.g., VOCs) are present, and under
Alternative 3B, the resulting land use is restricted. Under Alternative 3A, no long-term
monitoring would be required. Under Alternative 3B, the institutional controls would
continue and long-term monitoring would be required because of the residual levels of TPH
remaining at the site. Long-term institutional controls will be implemented and maintained
as discussed in Alternative 2, Section 2.6.2. Site-specific long-term groundwater monitoring
protocols will consist of tailored monitoring frequencies for each site which address all
contaminants posing a threat to groundwater. In general, a groundwater sample will be
collected from the nearest down-gradient groundwater well. Data Quality Objectives will be
tailored to meet long-term monitoring requirements for ROD compliance

Excavation will be conducted using conventional earthmoving equipment. In areas where
the extent of the target volume is uncertain, field screening and/or laboratory analysis may
be used to guide excavation. Waste-stream profile sampling of the excavated materials will
be conducted to determine if the material meets the waste acceptance criteria at the
receiving landfill. Soil excavated from most Initial Parcel sites is not expected to be
hazardous and will likely be sent to a Class II landfill for final disposal. No treatment of the
excavated materials will be conducted at McClellan under this alternative.

Site controls, such as fencing, signage, and security, will be implemented as necessary
during the remedial action. Following initial excavation, confirmation sampling will be
conducted to verify that cleanup goals have been achieved. If the analytical results indicate
that contamination has been adequately removed, then the excavation void will be
backfilled with clean, compacted imported soil or clean soil from McClellan's clean soils
holding area. Otherwise, excavation will continue until cleanup goals are achieved.
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2.6.4 Alternative 4A — Bioventing (Unrestricted Land Use) and Alternative 4B —

Bioventing (Restricted Land Use)
Under Alternatives 4A and 4B, bioventing will be implemented at Initial Parcel sites
contaminated with TPH only. As with Alternatives 3A and 3B, Alternative 4A uses a lower
set of cleanup goals for TPH as compared to Alternative 4B. Under Alternative 4A, after
bioventing is completed and the system components are decommissioned, the site will be
available for unrestricted use if no other contaminants (e.g., VOCs) are present. No
long-term monitoring would be required. Under Alternative 4B, the institutional controls
would continue in perpetuity and long-term monitoring would be required because of the
residual levels of TPH remaining at the site. Long-term institutional controls will be
implemented and maintained as discussed in Alternative 2, Section 2.6.2.

Because Alternative 4A and 4B are only applicable at sites with fuel-related contamination
and sites with only fuel-related contamination are excluded from CERCLA, these
alternatives are not discussed further in this ROD. A detailed description of these
alternatives is provided in the FS.

2.6.5 Alternative 5— Excavation/TreatmentlBackfill (Unrestricted Land Use)
Under Alternative 5, Initial Parcel sites contaminated with only non-VOC organic and TPH
contaminants will be excavated, the soil treated using a thermal desorption process, and the
treated soil re-used as backfill in the site excavation. This alternative is ineffective for
treating metals. After the excavation void is backfffled with thermally treated soil, the site
will be available for unrestricted use if the lower cleanup goals for TPH are attained and no
other contaminants (e.g., VOCs) are present. fristitutional controls will be implemented until
the remedial action is completed. If the lower cleanup goals are not attained for
TPH-contaminated sites, long-term institutional controls and groundwater monitoring will
be implemented. Site controls, such as fencing, signage, and security, will be implemented
as necessary during the remedial action.

Excavation will be conducted using conventional earthmoving equipment. In areas where
the extent of the target volume is uncertain, field screening and/or laboratory analysis may
be used to guide excavation. Following excavation, confirmation sampling will be
conducted to verify that Initial Parcel cleanup goals for non-VOCs or TPH have been
achieved. If the analytical results indicate that contamination has been adequately removed,
then excavation will be complete. Otherwise, excavation will continue until the cleanup
goals are achieved. Long-term monitoring will not be required after excavation activities
have been completed.

Contaminated soil excavated from a site will be transported to an onbase thermal
desorption treatment facility. At this facility, the soil will be heated to remove the
contaminants. The treated soil will then be sampled and analyzed to determine if cleanup
goals have been achieved by the thermal desorption process. If the cleanup goals are
achieved, the treated soil will be re-used as backfill at the site of excavation. If treatment
does not achieve the cleanup goals, the soil will be retreated or transported to an offbase
landfill for disposal.
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2.6.6 Alternative 6— Multilayer Cap (Restricted Land Use)
Under Alternative 6, an individual Initial Parcel site contaminated with non-VOCs will be
covered with an engineered multilayer cap to eliminate human and ecological receptor
exposure pathways, reduce infiltration of precipitation, and minimize potential leaching of
contaminants to groundwater. Construction of a cap will also require implementation of
institutional controls and restricted land use to prevent uncontrolled excavation or other
activities that could damage the cap and create exposure pathways to human and ecological
receptors. Site controls, such as fencing, signage, and security, will be implemented as
necessary to restrict access to the cap. Long-term monitoring will be required to verify the
continued effectiveness of the cap. If a threat to groundwater remains at the site (i.e., a
designated waste is present), then groundwater monitoring will be required. Many other Title
27 requirements could apply depending on the type of cap and other site-specific details.

Construction of a multilayer cap may also include biotic barriers and erosion-control
measures. Subsurface completions may be possible at some Initial Parcel sites to reduce
restrictions on land use. Other cap types that may be effective include clay, soil, and
synthetic membrane. Asphalt and concrete caps may be appropriate for sites with
surface-soil contamination only.

2.6.7 Alternative 7— Excavation CAMU (Restricted Land Use)

Alternative 7 consists of individual site excavations and subsequent consolidation of soil
from multiple sites into a CAMU. After a site excavation is completed and the void
backfilled with clean soil, the site will be available for unrestricted use if the lower cleanup
goals are attained at TPH-contaminated sites and no other contaminants (e.g., VOCs) are
present. If the lower cleanup goals are not attained, long-term institutional controls and
groundwater monitoring will be implemented at the sites. Institutional controls will be
required in perpetuity at the CAMU, and future land use will be restricted at that location.
Engineered controls such as signs, fences, and alarms will be used to restrict access to the
CAMU. Long-term monitoring will be required to verify the continued effectiveness of the
CAMU at containing the contamination.

Similar to the other alternatives, excavation will be conducted using conventional
earthmoving equipment. In areas where the extent of the target volume is uncertain, field
screening and/or laboratory analysis may be used to guide excavation. Following
excavation, confirmation sampling will be conducted to verify that cleanup goals have been
achieved. If the analytical results indicate that contamination has been adequately removed,
then excavation will be complete. Otherwise, excavation will continue until the cleanup
goals are satisfied.

Contaminated soil will be transported from individual excavation sites to the designated
CAMU for permanent consolidation. A CAMU is a designated area of land where
remediation of RCRA hazardous waste can take place and land disposal restrictions and
minimum technology requirements for disposal facilities can be relaxed. A CAMU is
appropriate for long-term land-based treatment activities, long-term storage, or permanent
disposal of hazardous remediation waste, including soil, debris, and sludge. Remediation
wastes from multiple sites can be permanently consolidated in the CAMU. At McClellan,
the existing soils staging pile facility (SSPF) could possibly be designated as a CAMU, or
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another area onbase could be identified. The SSPF is currently used in support of a series of
McClellan soil removal actions. Additional details about the SSPF can be found in the Final
Soils Staging Pile Facility 100 percent Design Work Plan, (Kleinfelder, 2001).

2.6.8 Common Elements and Distinguishing Features of Each Alternative

These alternatives include common elements as well as distinguishing features. As
previously noted, Alternatives 6 and 7 were not evaluated in the detailed analysis, and
Alternatives 4A and 4B are not discussed further in this ROD. Therefore, the following
discussion summarizes the common elements and distinguishing features of Alternatives 1,
2, 3A, 3B, and 5.

• Alternative 1 is the No Action alternative that is potentially applicable at all sites.

• Alternative 2 is Institutional Controls Only. Institutional controls will be required in
perpetuity for Alternatives 2 and 3B because residual contamination remains above
levels for unrestricted use.

• Alternatives 3A, 313, and 5 include the common element of excavation. In addition, the
cleanup goals for Alternatives 3A and 5 are the same. The main difference between
Alternatives 3A and 3B and Alternative 5 is disposal versus treatment. Soil excavated
under Alternatives 3A and 3B is not treated and is managed as per Title 22 and Title 27
CCR for hazardous waste classification and disposal requirements. However, soil
excavated under Alternative 5 is treated using a thermal desorption process. Further
differences include the cleanup levels between Alternatives 3A and 313. The cleanup goals
for Alternative 3A are lower for TPH contamination as compared to Alternative 3B.

• The resulting land use is restricted for Alternatives 2 and 3B.

• The resulting land use is unrestricted for Alternatives 1, 3A, and 5.

• Cleanup goals for the alternatives which involve remediation to unrestricted use levels
(Alternatives 3A and 5)are primarily driven by protection of human health under
CERCLA.

• Alternatives that do not involve cleanup to unrestricted use levels (Alternatives 2 and
3B) must attain applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARAR) related to
institutional controls.

Innovative technologies and presumptive remedies were not incorporated as part of the
remedies, therefore these are neither common elements or distinguishing features and are
not addressed in this section.

27 Summary of Comparative Analysis of Alternatives
In accordance with the NCP, the remedial alternatives are evaluated against the nine EPA
criteria (Section 300.430 (f)(5)(i). These criteria are categorized into three groups:

1. Threshold criteria
2. Primary balancing criteria
3. Modifying criteria.
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Threshold criteria are requirements that each alternative must meet to be eligible for
selection as the preferred alternative. The criteria include overall protection of human health
and the environment and compliance with ARAR 2• Primary balancing criteria are used to
weigh effectiveness and cost tradeoffs among alternatives. The balancing criteria include
long-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through
treatment; short-term effectiveness; implementabiity; and cost. The primary balancing
criteria represent the main technical criteria upon which the alternative evaluation is based.
Modifying criteria include State acceptance and community acceptance, and may be used to
modify aspects of the preferred alternative when preparing this Initial Parcel ROD #1.
Following is a brief description of what each the of the evaluation criterion addresses
followed by the comparative analysis of the alternatives.

2.7.1 Description of Evaluation Criteria
Criterion 1: Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment —Addresseswhether
each alternative provides adequate protection of human health and the environment and
describes how risks posed through each exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced, or
controlled, through treatment, engineering controls, and/or institutional controls.

Criterion 2: Compliance with ARARs — Section 121(d) of CERCLA and NCP
300.430(f)(1)(ii)(B) requires that remedial actions of CERCLA sites at least attain, unless such
ARARS are waived under CERCLA Section 121(d)4.

Criterion 3: Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence —Long-term effectiveness and
permanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a remedy to maintain reliable
protection of human health and the environment over time, once cleanup levels have been
met. This criterion includes the consideration of residual risk that will remain onsite
following remediation and the adequacy and reliability of controls.

Criterion 4: Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment — Reduction of
toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the anticipated performance of the
treatment technologies that may be included as part of a remedy.

Criterion 5: Short-Term Effectiveness —Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time
needed to implement the remedy and any adverse impacts that may be posed to workers,
the community, and the environment during construction and operation of the remedy until
cleanup levels are achieved.

Criterion 6: Implementability —Implementability addresses the technical and administrative
feasibility of a remedy from design through construction and operation. Factors such as
availability of services and materials, administrative feasibility, and coordination with other
government entities are also considered.

Criterion 7: Cost — The cost of an alternative addresses all engineering, construction, and
O&M costs incurred over the life of the project. The assessment against this criterion is
based on the estimated present worth of these costs for each alternative. Present worth is
used to estimate expenditures that occur over different lengths of time.

2 State requirements, standards, criteria, and limitations are collectively referred to as ARARs.
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Criterion 8: State Acceptance —This assessment evaluates the technical and administrative
issues, concerns, and preferences the state may have regarding each of the alternatives.

Criterion 9: Community Acceptance —This assessment evaluates the issues, concerns, and
preferences the public may have regarding each of the alternatives.

2.72 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives
The advantages and disadvantages of the alternatives relative to one another based on the
nine evaluation criteria are summarized in this section (see the last two paragraphs of
Section 2.6 for why alternatives 4, 6, and 7 were dropped from consideration). Site-specific
details were considered when comparing the performance of each alternative. However, not
all of the alternatives are evaluated for each site because not all alternatives are appropriate
at every site. For example, Alternative 5 could oniy be used at sites with SVOC
contamination because thermal desorption is ineffective in treating metals. Following are
the alternatives compared in this section:

• Alternative 1— No Action (Unrestricted Land Use)
• Alternative 2— Institutional Controls (Restricted Land Use)
• Alternative 3A —Excavation/Landfill (Unrestricted Land Use)
• Alternative 3B — Excavation/Landfill (Restricted Land Use)
• Alternative 5 — Excavation/Treatment/Backfill (Unrestricted Land Use)

The comparative analysis is organized by criteria in the following text. While some
site-specific information is included in the text, tables are provided for each site (Tables 2-2
through 2-4) with a summary of the comparative analysis specific to that site. The results of
the comparative analysis are summarized below for PRL S-014, SA 003, and SA 035. Non-
VOC CERCLA contaminants in soil were identified as COCs at these three sites. However,
subsequent to completing the comparative analysis in Initial Parcel FS #1, additional
characterization and limited excavation were performed at SA 035 and the contamination
was removed. Non-VOC CERCLA contaminants are not present in soil at levels of concern
at PRL S-033, SA 041, and SA 091, therefore these sites were not included in the detailed or
comparative analyses of alternatives and are not discussed in this section.

• PRL S-014 was evaluated for Alternatives 1, 2, 3A, and 5 (see Table 2-2). PRL S-014 was
not evaluated for Alternative 3B because TPH is not a COC at the site. Based on the
comparative analysis, Alternative 3A attains the greatest benefit at the least cost.
However, a modification of Alternative 5 with offsite treatment might have many of the
same advantages but would be somewhat more expensive. Alternative 1 does not meet
the threshold criteria. A detailed cost analysis for the selected remedy for this site,
Alternative 3A is presented in the Initial Parcel FS #1, Appendix C, Tables C-i and C-3.

• SA 003 was evaluated for Alternatives 1, 2, 3A, and 3B (see Table 2-3). SA 003 was not
evaluated for Alternative 5 because TPH and metals are commingled at the site. Based
on the comparative analysis, Alternative 3A attains the greatest benefit at the least cost.
Alternatives 1 and 2 do not meet the threshold criteria as described below.

• SA 035 was evaluated for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3A (see Table 2-4). SA 035 was not
evaluated for Alternative 3B because TPH is not a COG at the site, and SA 035 was not
evaluated for Alternative 5 because the SVOC COC, biS2CEE, is commingled with
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metals. Based on the comparative analysis, Alternatives 1 or 3A would be effective,
although Alternative 3A has a higher cost.

2.7.2.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment

For PRL S-014, Alternatives 3A and 5 will provide a high level of protection of human
health and the environment because the contaminants are physically removed from the site.
Specifically with Alternative 5, the contaminants are treated; however, some risk associated
with the treatment residuals remains. Under Alternatives 3A, a potential risk to human
health and the environment is also posed because the contamination is transported to a
disposal facility instead of being treated. Alternative 2 — Institutional Controls Only — is less
protective than Alternatives 3A and 5 because untreated and uncontained soil contaminants
are allowed to remain in place. The risk to human health and surface water from soil
contaminants is reduced through the use of institutional controls, and because of the
concentrations of COCs present at PRL S-014, there is no threat to groundwater quality at
the site. Alternative 1 would not reduce the risk to human health and the environment.

For SA 003, Alternatives 3A and 3B are protective of human health and the environment.
However, Alternative 3B is slightly less protective than Alternative 3A because institutional
controls are utilized to protect human health and surface-water quality from residual TPH
at the site after the excavation is complete. Alternative 2 will prevent impacts to human
health and surface water quality, but will not protect groundwater. Alternative 1 will not
reduce the risk to human health and the environment.

For SA 035, Alternative 3A provides the highest level of protection of human health and the
environment when compared to Alternative 2. Under Alternative 3A, the contaminants are
physically removed from the site, as previously discussed. Under Alternative 2, the
contaminants remain on site and the use of institutional controls reduces the potential risk
to human health and surface water, and based on the concentrations of COCs present at SA
035, there is also no threat to groundwater quality at the site.

Under Alternative 1, no significant impacts to human health and the environment are
expected at SA 035. Only single detections of two contaminants (arsenic and bis2CEE) were
reported at concentrations in excess of the cleanup goal. These two detections were from the
same shallow soil sample collected at the northwest corner of Building 20. Bis2CEE was not
detected in any other samples collected at SA 035; and the detection of bis2CEE was
bounded laterally by three additional sample locations within 15 feet of the detection and
vertically by a sample collected 2 feet below the detection. In addition, limited excavation of
this location was performed during additional characterization of the site in December 2003.
Bis2CEE was not detected in subsequent confirmation samples and the reported arsenic
concentrations were below or only slightly greater than the "combined" background
concentration.

2.7.2.2 Compliance with ARARs

For Alternative 1 at PRL S-014, ARARS requiring cleanup of wastes that pose a risk to
human health and the environment have not been met. In addition, ARARS related to
management of wastes that will remain in place have not been met. All other alternatives
evaluated for PRL S-014 (Alternatives 2, 3A, and 5) comply with potentially applicable
ARARS.
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TABLE 2-2

Detailed Analysis Summary for PAL S-014
Former McClellan Air Force Base Initial Parcel Record of Decision #1

Criteriaa
Alternative 1:

No Action
Alternative 2:

Institutional Controls Only Alternative 3A: Excavation/Landfill Alternative 5: Excavation/Treatment/Backfill

Unrestricted Land Use Restricted Land Use Unrestricted Land Use Unrestricted Land Use

Threshold Criteria

Protection of Human Health and
Environment

No. Potential impacts to surface water and human
health from PCBs in surface and shallow soil,

Yes. If institutional controls are successfully
implemented the exposure pathways are incomplete,

Yes. Contaminants are physically removed from the
site for offsite disposal.

Yes. Contaminants are physically removed from the
site and treated.

Compliance with ARARs No. Impacts to human health and the environment are
likely.

Yes. Yes Yes.

Primary Balancing Criteria

Long-term Effectiveness and
Permanence

No. For PCBs in the exposure area north of Building 22
using the unrestricted use scenario (0 to 2 feet bgs
interval), the carcinogenic risk is 5E-05 for the
residential adult and the hazard index is 8 for the
residential child.

Yes. If institutional controls are successfully
implemented. Institutional controls will "run with the
land," and layering of institutional controls will improve
their reliability. Unrestricted risk is 5E-05 for PCBs and
the outdoor occupational risk is 5E-06, but exposure
pathways are incomplete with implementation of
institutional controls.

Yes. Contaminants are physically removed from the
site. The Air Force retains liability for untreated waste
in landfill. The residual risk for PCBs is less than or
equal to 1 E-06.

Yes. Treatment is effective and permanent. The
residual risk for PCBs is less than or equal to 1 E-06.

Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, and
Volume

None. None. None. However, toxicity, mobility, and volume are
reduced at the site upon excavation,

Yes. Toxicity, mobility, and volume are reduced during
treatment.

Short-term Effectiveness Not applicable for No Action. No. Contaminated soil is not disturbed. Institutional
controls include responding to breaches as necessary.

Short-term risks during excavation and transport can
be managed.

Short-term risks during excavation, transport, and
treatment can be managed.

Implementability Not applicable for No Action. Implementable. Coordination between EPA, State,
Sacramento County, and AFRPA is required.

Readily implementable. lmplementable. Specialized vendors are available.
Soil handling during treatment may be difficult due to
the presence of silts and clays.

Total Cost
(PW30)

$0
($0)

$453,000
($280,000)

$139,000
($134,000)

$820,000
($790,000)

Notes:
a State and community acceptance are modifying criteria that are discussed at the end of Section 2.7.2.
PRL S-01 4 was not evaluated for Alternatives 3B (Excavation/Landfill — Restricted Land Use), 4A (Bioventing — Unrestricted Land Use), and 4B (Bioventing — Restricted Land Use) because TPH is not a COG at the site.
Alternative 6 (Multilayer Cap — Restricted Land Use) and Alternative 7 (Excavation/CAMU) were not retained for detailed analysis at any site. (See Section 4.2 of Initial Parcel FS #1.)
(PW) = Present worth 30-year costs are shown in parenthesis.
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TABLE 2-3

Detailed Analysis Summary for SA 003
Former McClellan Air Force Base Initial Parcel Record of Decision #1

Alternative 1:
Criteriaa No Action

Alternative 2:
Institutional Controls Only Alternative 3A: Excavation/Landfill Alternative 3B: Excavation/Landfill

Unrestricted Land Use Restricted Land Use Unrestricted Land Use Restricted Land Use

Threshold Criteria

Protection of Human No. Potential impacts to groundwater surface water, and human
Health and Environment health .

No. Institutional controls will not prevent impacts to
groundwater from TPH contamination,

Yes. Contaminants are physically removed from the
site for offsite disposal.

Yes. Contaminants are physically removed from the
site for offsite disposal. institutional controls prevent
impacts to human health and surface water in the
short-term and long-term.

Compliance with ARARs No. Impacts to human health and the environment are likely. No. Impacts to the environment are likely. Yes. Yes.

Primary Balancing Criteria

Long-term Effectiveness No. Although the risk assessment is incomplete because of data
and Permanence gaps at the site, the residual risk for the unrestricted use scenario

exceeds 1 [-06.

If successfully implemented, institutional controls can
protect human health at the ground surface and surface
water, but institutional controls cannot prevent impacts to
groundwater from TPH contamination. However, TPH will
degrade naturally over time.

Yes. Contaminants are physically removed from the
site. The residual risk for individual COCs is less than
or equal to 1 E-06.

Yes. Contaminants are physically removed from the
site. Long-term institutional controls are implemented
to prevent the possibility of impacts to human health
and surface water. Groundwater monitoring 15
performed to verify that residual TPH does not impact
groundwater. The residual risk for individual COGs is
less than or equal to 1 E-06.

Reduction in Toxicity, None.
Mobility, and Volume

None. None. However toxicity, mobility, and volume are
reduced at the site upon excavation,

None. However toxicity, mobility, and volume are
reduced at the site upon excavation.

Short-term Not applicable for No Action.
Effectiveness

No. Contaminated soil is not disturbed. Institutional
controls include responding to breaches as necessary.

Short-term risks during excavation and transport can
be managed.

Short-term risks during excavation and transport can
be managed.

Implementability Not applicable for No Action. Implementable. Coordination between EPA, State,
Sacramento County, and AFRPA is required.

Readily implementable. Readily implementable.

Total Cost $0
(PW30) ($0)

$453,000
($280,000)

$362,000
($348,000)

$608,000
($482,000)

Notes:
a State and community acceptance are modifying criteria that are discussed at the end of Section 2.7.2.
SA 003 was not evaluated for Alternatives 4A (Bioventing — Unrestricted Land Use), 46 (Bioventing — Restricted Land Use), and 5 (Excavation/Treatment/Backfill — Unrestricted Land Use) because TPH and metals are commingled at the site.
Alternative 6 (Multilayer Cap — Restricted Land Use) and Alternative 7 (Excavation/CAMU) were not retained for detailed analysis at any site. (See Section 4.2 of Initial Parcel FS #1).
(PW30) = Present worth 30-year costs are shown in parenthesis.
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TABLE 2-4

Detailed Analysis Summary for SA 035
Former McClellan Air Force Base Initial Parcel Record of Decision #1

Criteriaa
Alternative 1:

No Action
Alternative 2:

Institutional Controls Only Alternative 3A: Excavation/Landfill

Unrestricted Land Use Restricted Land Use Unrestricted Land Use

Threshold Criteria

Protection of Human Health and
Environment

Single isolated shallow detections of arsenic and bis2CEE represent minimal risk
to human health and the environment. Results of additional characterization
performed in December 2003 indicate that bIs2CEE is non-detect and arsenic
concentrations are near background.

Yes. If institutional controls are successfully implemented the exposure
pathways are incomplete,

Yes. Contaminants are physically removed from the site for offsite
disposal.

Compliance with ARARs Not applicable. Yes. Yes.

Primary Balancing Criteria

Long-term Effectiveness and
Permanence

Carcinogenic risk for the residential scenario exceeds 1 E-03 for bis2CEE and
arsenic. Excluding the produce pathway, the carcinogenic risk for the residential
scenario exceeds 2E-05 for bis2CEE and arsenic. However, these risks are
overestimated for current conditions. Results of additional characterization
performed in December 2003 indicate that bis2CEE is non-detect and arsenic
concentrations are near background.

Yes. Institutional controls are successfully implemented and exposure
pathways are incomplete. Institutional controls will "run with the land" and
layering of institutional controls will improve their reliability. For the
outdoor occupational scenario, the carcinogenic risk is 5E-06 and the
hazard index is less than 1. The risk is primarily due to the identified
COCs, arsenic and bis2CEE, in soil. For the construction worker
scenario, the risk is 1 E-06 and the hazard index is less than 1 for the
construction worker scenario. The risk is primarily due to arsenic in soil.

Yes. Contaminants are physically removed from the site. The residual risk
for individual COGs is less than or equal to 1 E-06.

Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, and
Volume

None. None. None. Although toxicity, mobility, and volume are reduced at the site upon
excavation.

Short-term Effectiveness Not applicable for No Action. No. Contaminated soil is not disturbed. Institutional controls include
responding to breaches as necessary.

Short-term risks during excavation and transport can be managed.

lmplementability Not applicable for No Action. lmplementable. Coordination between EPA, State, Sacramento County,
and AFRPA is required.

Readily implementable.

Total Cost
(PW30)

$0
($0)

$453,000
($280,000)

$118,000
($113,000)

Notes:
a State and community acceptance are modifying criteria that are discussed at the end of Section 2.7.2.
SA 035 was not evaluated for Alternatives 3B, 4A, and 4B because TPH is not a COG at the site, and SA 035 was not evaluated for Alternative 5 because the SVOC COC, bis2CEE, is commingled with metals.
Alternative 6 (Multilayer Cap — Restricted Land Use) and Alternative 7 (Excavation/CAMU) were not retained for detailed analysis at any site. See Section 4.2 of the Initial Parcel FS #1.

(PW,) = Present worth 30-year costs are shown in parenthesis.
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For SA 003, Alternatives 3A and 3B will comply with potential ARARS, but Alternatives 1
and 2 do not. For Alternative 1, ARARs requiring cleanup of wastes that pose a risk to
human health and the environment have not been met. In addition, ARARs related to
management of wastes that will remain in place have not been met. For Alternative 2,
implementation of institutional controls alone will not be protective of groundwater quality.

For SA 035, Alternatives 2 and 3A will comply with potentially applicable ARARs. ARARs
are not applicable for the No Action alternative. As stated in the previous section, significant
impacts to human health and the environment are unlikely from the reported concentrations
of arsenic and bis2CEE.

2.7.2.3 Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

For PRL S-014, the long-term effectiveness and permanence of Alternatives 3A and 5 are
high and nearly equal. Excavation and offbase disposal of contaminated soil under
Alternative 3A and excavation, treatment, and reuse of the soil under Alternative 5 include
the physical removal of contamination, which is reliable and verifiable. In addition,
Alternative 5 relies on treatment of the contaminated soil. The risk associated with treatment
residuals for Alternative 5 is likely less than the risk associated with the untreated soil
disposed of in a Class II landifil for Alternative 3A. The long-term effectiveness and
permanence of Alternative 2 at PRL S-014 depends on the maintenance, monitoring, and
enforcement of the institutional controls. Parts 2A, 2B, and 2C are nearly equally as
protective of human health and the environment. Long-term rights of access can be
implemented under Parts 2A and 2C, but not under Part 2B. Informational devices can be
nearly equally implemented under Parts 2A and 2B.

Institutional controls are susceptible to changes in political jurisdiction, legal interpretations,
and enforcement, and would be required in perpetuity. Therefore, the long-term reliability
of individual institutional controls under Alternative 2 to prevent exposure to contaminated
soil is not certain. However, the effectiveness of land use restrictions can be strengthened by
implementing an institutional control management plan and by applying mutually
reinforcing mechanisms (institutional control layering strategy); for example, government
controls (i.e. AFRPA, Sacramento County, and the state), can be used to zone property for
industrial and commercial uses only. This action can be strengthened by applying
proprietary controls, which are an aspect of private property law that can be used to restrict
or affect the use of property. Common examples include deed covenants or easements
restricting future land use or prohibiting activities that may compromise the remedy.
Effectiveness is further enhanced by ongoing EPA oversight of implementation of the
institutional controls. The long-term effectiveness and permanence of Alternative 2 is less
certain if any one of the three parts (Parts 2A, 2B, or 2C) is not implemented.

For PRL S-014, no actions are implemented to manage untreated wastes and risks that
remain at the site for Alternative 1; therefore, the criterion for long-term effectiveness and
permanence is not met.

For SA 003, the long-term effectiveness and permanence of Alternative 3A is high, although
there is some risk associated with the untreated soil disposed in a Class II landfill.
Alternative 3B is slightly less protective than Alternative 3A because institutional controls
are used to protect human health and surface-water quality from residual TPH at the site
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after the excavation is complete. Alternative 2 is not effective for the protection of
groundwater at SA 003. For Alternative 1, the criterion for long-term effectiveness and
permanence is not met because no actions are implemented to manage untreated wastes and
risks that remain at the site.

At SA 035, the long-term effectiveness and permanence of Alternative 3A is high.
Excavation and offsite disposal of contaminated soil is reliable and verifiable. Alternative 2
is effective and permanent because significant impacts to human health and the
environment are unlikely from the reported concentrations of arsenic and bis2CEE. At SA
035, significant impacts to human health and the environment are unlikely. Therefore,
Alternative 1 is effective and permanent at this site also.

2.7.2.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment

Alternative 5 significantly reduces contaminant toxicity, mobility, and volume through
treatment. The treatment technology used on the soil is irreversible, and the alternative
meets the statutory preference for treatment. Alternatives 3A and 3B do not reduce the
toxicity or volume of contaminants unless the soil is treated prior to disposal. However,
under these alternatives, toxicity, mobility, and volume at the site are effectively reduced by
excavation and offsite disposal. The disposal of the contaminated soil at an offsite facility
under Alternatives 3A and 3B is reversible, and these alternatives do not meet the statutory
preference for treatment unless the soil is treated prior to disposal.

Alternative 2 will provide only moderate reductions in the mobility of contamination. The
toxicity and volume of contamination is unaffected by this alternative. Under Alternative 2,
contaminants are left in place and institutional controls are maintained to prevent
disturbances that might mobilize the contaminants. Alternative 1 will not reduce
contaminant toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatment because no treatment
technologies are employed.

2.7.2.5 Short-term Effectiveness

All of the alternatives, except Alternative 1, wifi achieve varying degrees of short-term
effectiveness. The more aggressive alternatives (Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 5), those that
involve disturbance of the contaminated soil, will entail more potential short-term risks to
the community and workers during remedial action. The more passive Alternative 2 will
have fewer potential impacts because less disruption of the sites is required to implement
these actions.

Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 5 require excavation of contaminated soils, which may temporarily
disrupt existing land use and require transport of contaminated soils, which may expose the
community and workers to noise, odors, dust, and spills on the roadway. These risks are
greater under Alternatives 3A and 3B because of the longer distances traveled to the offsite
landfffl. However, Alternative 5 requires temporary storage of contaminated soils at the
centralized treatment facility, which may increase the level of exposure to dust. Controls
would be implemented during excavation, transport, and storage to minimize the potential
impacts.
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The time required to implement Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 5 are similar (i.e., several months).
However, the time to achieve RAOs under Alternative 5 is dependent on the effectiveness of
the treatment technology.

Under Alternative 2, contaminants are left in place and institutional controls are
implemented, maintained, monitored, and enforced to prevent exposures to human
receptors and surface water. These actions, by themselves, will entail no significant adverse
risks to the environment or health of the community and workers. Of the alternatives
evaluated, Alternative 2 will typically require the least amount of time to implement.

Because no remedial action will be taken under Alternative 1, no environmental impacts
will occur, and no short-term risks to the community or to workers as a result of
implementing the action will occur. However, RAOs are never achieved with this
alternative, so its short-term effectiveness is considered negligible.

2.7.2.6 Implementability

Implementability is evaluated by the technical and administrative feasibility of the
alternative and the availability of the required services and materials. For each alternative,
the technologies can be constructed and operated, and materials, equipment, vendors, and
services are readily available. There are no impediments to implementing future remedial
actions for each of the alternatives.

Many of the components of Alternative 2 have already been developed. The Air Force
environmental encroachment permit process has already been implemented, and deed
covenants can be easily implemented upon property transfer. Advisories can be issued
through the existing community relations program. Under Part 2B, Sacramento County
would be required to include environmental issues in existing processes (e.g., issuing
building and demolition permits). This would require technical knowledge to understand
and apply available information from the IRP.

For Alternatives 2 and 3B, reuse may be constrained by the institutional controls, and the
risk of future exposure is present if monitoring is insufficient to detect failure of an
institutional control. Significant coordination is required between AFRPA, Sacramento
County, and the state for this alternative to be successful. For Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 5,
excavation with accompanying equipment is readily implementable, technically feasible,
and reliable. For Alternative 5, administrative coordination may be necessary to address any
air discharge issues associated with treatment.

With the exception of Alternative 1, all alternatives require coordination with other remedial
programs that are addressing VOCs in soil and groundwater.

2.7.2.7 Cost

The estimated costs for implementing the alternatives are summarized in Tables 2-2 through
2-4 for PRL S-014, SA 003, and SA 035, respectively. More detailed cost estimates for the
selected remedies are provided in Section 2.9.3, and detailed cost estimates for all
alternatives are presented in the Initial Parcel FS #1, Appendix C, Tables C-i and C-3.
Alternative 1 does not have any costs associated with it. The present-worth cost of
Alternative 2 was calculated for periods ranging from 30 to 1,000 years. At 30 years, the
present-worth cost is 70 percent of the cost at 1,000 years, which is $400,000 per site; and at
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100 years the present-worth cost is $390,000, which is 98 percent of the cost at 1,000 years.
The present-worth cost is nearly constant after 140 years.

For PRL S-014, at a total cost of $820,000, Alternative 5 is significantly more expensive than
Alternatives 2 and 3A at total costs of $453,000 and $139,000, respectively. Thermal
treatment is more expensive than offsite disposal primarily because of the costs associated
with mobilization/demobilization of the thermal treatment system for a small quantity of
soil (290 cubic yards at PRL S-014). The mobffization/demobiization cost for Alternative 5
is a significant uncertainty. This cost was based on results of the recently completed
treatability study (URS, 2002). Smaller treatment units with lower mobilization!
demobilization costs may be available for the relatively small volume of soil to be treated
under Alternative 5, but these smaller units may not be able to attain the lower cleanup
goals required. Alternatively, the soil could be shipped offsite for treatment. The total cost
for modified Alternative 5 for PRL 5-014 could be as low as $220,000 if an offsite vendor
were used.

Although the target volume for Alternative 3B at SA 003 is slightly smaller than for
Alternative 3A, the cost for Alternative 3B is significantly more than for Alternative 3A.
Alternative 3B is more expensive because it includes long-term institutional controls and
groundwater monitoring. These long-term costs are incurred because residual levels of TPH
are left in-situ under Alternative 3B. The 30-year present-worth cost of Alternative 2 is less
than the 30-year present-worth cost of Alternative 3A for SA 003. However, the costs for
institutional controls continue to be incurred after 30 years for Alternative 2.

For SA 035, Alternative 2 is significantly more expensive that Alternative 3A on total cost
and present-worth bases, and costs will continue to be incurred for Alternative 2 after
30 years. For Alternative 3A, approximately two-thirds of the total cost is for preparing the
necessary work plan and remedial action closeout report.

2.7.2.8 State Acceptance

Generally, the state believes Alternative 3A is better than Alternative 2 because it costs
substantially less and remediates the contamination.

2.7.2.9 Community Acceptance
A public comment period on the Proposed Plan was held from September 15, through
October 15, 2003, and a public meeting was held on September 30, 2003. Public comments
were received (see the Responsiveness Summary in Section 3). The public comments
indicate no disagreement with the Air Force's selected remedies.

2.8 Principal Threat Wastes
The NCP establishes an expectation that EPA will use treatment to address the principal
threats posed by a site wherever practicable. The principal threat concept applies to source
materials that are highly mobile or highly toxic and cannot be reliably controlled in place, or
would present a significant risk to human health or the environment should exposure occur.
A source material is material that includes or contains hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants that act as a reservoir for migration of contamination to groundwater, surface
water, or air or acts as a source for direct exposure.
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Non-VOC soil contaminants at PRL 5-014 and SA 003 have been determined through risk
assessments to pose a threat to human health. However, the contaminants at these sites
would not be considered a principal threat waste because the non-VOC contamination is not
highly mobile and toxicity is moderate. Additionally, human health risk estimates for soil at
SA 035 exceeded thresholds, but significant impacts to human health and the environment
are unlikely from the isolated detections. There are also no principal threat wastes at SA 035.

2.9 Selected Remedy
In the following sections, the rationale for the selection of the remedy, a detailed description
of the remedy, the estimated costs, and the expected outcomes of the remedy are provided
by site.

2.9.1 Summary of the Rationale for the Selected Remedy
The following are the principal factors upon which the remedy selection was based:

• PRL 5-033 — The key rationale for selecting the No Action alternative is that a prior removal
action already addressed the COCs in soil through an excavation/landfill remedy. The final
risk assessment confirmed the cleanup goal of 1 x 106 was achieved for the COCs in soil,
and there are no threats to surface water or groundwater remaining at this site. Therefore,
no further action is warranted at this site under CERCLA for non-VOCs.

• SA 041 —The key rationale for the selection of the No Action alternative is that no COCs
were identified for the site. Suspected sources or possible contaminant pathways were
not identified due to building features, and no evidence of spills was noted.

• SA 091 —The key rationale for the selection of the No Action alternative is that no COGs
were identified for the site. Numerous samples were collected and tested for pesticides
and other contaminants; however, all samples were below action levels. Therefore, no
action is warranted at this site under CERCLA for non-VOCs.

• SA 035 —The key rationale for the selection of the No Action alternative is that although
COC were identified at the site, the Air Force conducted limited soil removal as part of
additional site characterization. Analytical results demonstrate that the organic bis2CEE
is non-detect, and arsenic levels are consistent with background. As a result, at this site
no threats remain due to non-VOC contamination; therefore, no action is necessary at
this site.

• SA 003 and PRL S-014 —The risk estimates for PRL 5-014 north exceed a hazard indices
of 1 and the EPA's threshold of acceptable risk for residential use (i.e., excess cancer risk
exceeds 1 x 10-6) because PCB-1260 is present in soil. At SA 003, the concentrations of
lead, barium, TPH-G, and TPH-D exceed cleanup levels in soil. A response action is
necessary at these sites to protect the public health and welfare or the environment from
actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances in the environment. Selection of
Alternative 3A —Excavation/Landfill — in this ROD was made primarily because
removing the contamination to levels acceptable for unrestricted use is more cost-
effective than maintaining land use restrictions on the property. Alternative 3A also
satisfies the ARARS. Under the Selected Alternative, the time to clean up both sites is
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projected to require 1 year. Because contaminated soil is removed from the site, the
source of risk to human health and the environment is gone. Although the alternative
does not fulfill the preference for treatment, the toxicity, mobility, and volume of
contaminated soil are reduced at the site. (Other aspects of the cleanup for soil and
groundwater at McClellan do incorporate treatment as a principal element.) Long-term
O&M will not be required and no site-specific monitoring is needed.

2.9.2 Description of the Selected Remedy

The selected remedy under CERCLA is described below for non-VOC contamination in soil
at each of the six (CERCLA contaminated) sites.

SA 003 and PRL S-014 —Under the selected alternative of Excavation/Landfill, the following
remedy components will be included:

• Remedial action work plans will be prepared for agency approval.

• Pre- and post-excavation sampling and analysis will be performed, first to fine-tune the
excavation target volume, and second to confirm cleanup levels have been achieved. The
cleanup levels support unrestricted use of the property (e.g., concentrations in soil
equivalent to a carcinogenic risk of 1 x 10-6 for each contaminant). At SA 003, data gaps
associated with the extent of metal contamination in soil along the northern portion of
the target volume will be resolved during the remedial design phase. In addition, data
gaps related to the presence or absence of other non-VOC contaminants (hexavalent
chromium, PCBs, PAHs, and pesticides) will be resolved at SA 003. At PRL S-014, data
gaps associated with the extent of PCB contamination adjacent to the transformer north
of Building 22 and the presence or absence of PCB, PAH, and metal contamination
within the former hazardous waste storage area will be resolved during the remedial
design phase.

• Excavation related equipment will be mobilized and demobilized to each site.

• Site controls, such as signage, fencing, and security, will be implemented during the
remedial action.

• Approximately 2,500 cubic yards of contaminated soil will be removed from SA 003, and
300 cubic yards from PRL S-014.

• Excavated soils will be characterized and disposed of at either a Class I or Class II
landfill depending on measured contaminant levels.

• Clean fill soil will be procured and placed as backfill, and site features such as pavement
and landscaping at each site will be restored.

• Data validation, final risk assessments, Environmental Resources Program Information
Management System data submittals, and site closeout reports will be prepared for each
site.

In addition, the No Action remedy for non-VOCs in soil has been selected for the following
four sites:
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• SA 035 — Alternative 1 — No Action was selected as the preferred cleanup alternative. As
stated above, the limited soil removal and site characterization activity at this site has
resulted in non-detect levels for the organic bis2CEE and background levels of arsenic.
There are no significant threats to human health and the environment remaining at this
site.

• PRL S-033 — Alternative 1 No Action was selected because the non-VOC COCs in soil
were previously remediated under a removal action.

• SA 041 and SA 091 — Alternative 1— No Action was selected because there are no COCs.

Because the fuel-related contamination at PRL S-040 is not commingled with CERCLA
contaminants, there is no authority under CERCLA to address the contamination. Therefore
No Action will be taken under CERCLA, however the contamination will be remediated
under state requirements. See Appendix B for additional details.

2.93 Summary of Estimated Remedy Costs
A summary of the estimated costs for the selected remedy at SA 003 and PRL S-014 is
provided below. Four of the other sites (PRL S-033, SA 035, SA 041, and SA 091) have zero
cost associated with the chosen No Action remedy. There are no remediation, institutional
control, or O&M costs associated with the No Action remedy for non-VOCs in soil.

The information in the cost estimates for PRL S-014 and SA 003 are based on the best
available information regarding the anticipated scope of the remedial alternative. A detailed
cost analysis for the selected remedy for these sites (Alternative 3A) is presented in the
Initial Parcel FS #1, Appendix C, Tables C-i and C-3. Costs were estimated in accordance
with EPA guidelines (A Guide to Developing and Documenting Cost Estimates During the
Feasibility Study, OSWER 9355.0-75, July 2000). Per the guidelines, the discount rate used for
the calculations was 3.8 percent and was taken from Appendix C of the Office of
Management and Budget Circular A-94 (February 2002) for real discount rates over a
30-year period. Changes in the cost elements are likely to occur as a result of new
information during the engineering design of the remedial alternative. Major changes may
be documented in the form of a memorandum in the Administrative Record file, and
Explanation of Significant Difference, or a ROD amendment. This is an order-of-magnitude
cost estimate that is expected to be within +50 to —30 percent of the actual projected cost.

Estimated costs for the selected remedy at sites SA 003 and PRL S-014 are summarized in
Table 2-5. The total costs and the present-worth 30-year costs are nearly equal because most
costs are incurred during 2005. Costs include a work plan and a remedial action closure
report. Costs include AFRPA implementation of environmental encroachment permits,
quarterly site inspections, and advisories until the remedial action is complete in 2005.

The costs for excavation, dust control, imported backfill (including the material, acceptance
sampling, hauling, and dumping), and excavation backfilling depend on the volume of soil
excavated. The unit costs for the imported backfill includes the actual soil material, the
acceptance sampling to reduce the chance of contaminated offsite backfill, and the cost to
haul the backfill and place it in the excavation.
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TABLE 2-5
Summary of Estimated Costs for the Selected Alternative — PRL S-014 and SA 003

Former McClellan Air Force Base initial Parcel Record of Decision 1

AFRPA Implemented
Controls Excavation/Otfsite Disposal Total

Selected
Present
WorthExcavation

Annual and Backfill Disposal Total Reports Remedy Remedy
Site Name Start End Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost

PRLS-014 2004 2005 $8,500 $29,000 $13,000 $42,000 $80,000 $139,000 $134,000

SAOO3 2004 2005 $8,500 $155,000 $110,000 $265,000 $80,000 $362,000 $348,000

Total Cost $17,000 $184,000 $123,000 $307,000 $160,000 $501,000 $482,000

Note:
All costs are shown in 2004 dollars.

Unit costs for hauling and disposing of contaminated soils assume hauling to a Class II
landfill and disposal as inert waste. Based on a review of the site characterization data, it
was assumed that upon excavation the soil would not be classified as a California or RCRA
hazardous waste. Therefore, disposal at a Class II facility is appropriate.

The costs include pre-removal sampling and confirmation sampling, concrete cutting and
removal, concrete replacement, backfill compaction, imported topsoil material, topsoil
hauling, topsoil placement, final grading, and seeding depend on the areal extent of the
excavation. Costs for mobilization, demobilization, engineering design, and construction
oversight, as well as a 15 percent contingency, are included in the cost estimate.

2.9.4 Expected Outcomes of Selected Remedy

At sites SA 003 and PRL S-014, the non-VOC COCs will be excavated to levels supportive of
unrestricted land use. The remedial action is expected to be completed within 2 years. The
cleanup levels are protective of human health, surface water, and groundwater. The
path-ways considered for human health were direct contact, inhalation, and ingestion of
soil. The cleanup levels for protection of human health are equivalent to the lesser of the
carcinogenic risk of 1E-06 or a HQ of one for each contaminant for the residential scenario.
The cleanup levels are specified in Table 2-6 for PRL S-014 and SA 003. While residential use
of the properties is not planned, cleanup of non-VOCs to levels supportive of unrestricted
use improves the redevelopment potential for the properties. Confirmation sampling will be
performed to ensure that cleanup levels are achieved.

The results of the baseline risk assessment for PRL S-014 indicate that existing conditions at
the exposure area north of Building 22 pose an excess lifetime cancer risk of 5E-05 from
direct contact with PCB-contaminated soils from 0 to 2 feet bgs. In addition, PCBs in surface
soils present a threat to surface water quality. There are no other known or suspected
contaminants in soil north of the building. In the exposure area south of Building 22, direct
contact with soils from 0 to 2 feet bgs poses an excess lifetime cancer risk of 8E-05 for the
residential scenario. The risk is predominantly the result of arsenic in soil. Potential human
health risks associated with PCBs and VOCs in soil were each less than 1E-06, and the
potential risk associated with VOCs in groundwater were 1E-06. However, PCBs in soil
present a threat to surface water quality. This action only addresses the non-VOC
contaminant, PCB-1260, in soil at concentrations greater than 0.0054 mg/kg from the ground
surface to 1 foot bgs and concentrations greater than 0.063 mg/kg from 1 to 15 feet bgs.
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PCB (Aroclor 1254 and 1260)

PCB (Aroclor 1254 and 1260)

Pesticides

Aldrin

Aldrin

DOD

DDD

DDE

DDE

DOT

DOT

Dieldrin

Dieldrin

Endosulfan

Endosulfan

Endrin

Endrin

Heptachlorepoxide

Heptachlorepoxide

0.0054 mg/kg

0.063 mg/kg

0.0041 mg/kg

0.0092 mg/kg

0.026 mg/kg

0.50 mg/kg

0.019 mg/kg

0.49 mg/kg

0.019 mg/kg

0.47 mg/kg

0.0047 mg/kg

0.0058 mg/kg

1.8 mg/kg

34 mg/kg

1.1 mg/kg

4.2 mg/kg

0.0032 mg/kg

0.0076 mg/kg

0 to 15 feet bgs

0 to 1 foot bgs

ito 15 feet bgs

0 to 1 foot bgs

ito l5feetbgs
0 to 1 foot bgs

Ito 15 feet bgs

0 to 1 foot bgs

ito 15 feet bgs

0 to 1 foot bgs

1 tolsfeetbgs
0 to 1 foot bgs

1 tol5feetbgs
0 to 1 foot bgs

ito l5feetbgs
0 to 1 foot bgs

ito 15 feet bgs

0 to 1 foot bgs

ito l5feetbgs

Protection of human health

Protection of surface water

Protection of human healtha

Protection of surface water

Protection of human healtha

Protection of surface water

Protection of human healtha

Protection of surface water

Protection of human healtha

Protection of surface water

Protection of human healtha

Protection of surface water

Protection of human healtha

Protection of surface water

Protection of human healtha

Protection of surface water

Protection of human healtha

Protection of surface water

Protection of human healtha
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TABLE 2-6
Cleanup Levels for Contaminants of Concern
Former McClellan Air Force Base Initial Parcel Record of Decision 1

Analyte Cleanup Level Depth Interval Basis for Cleanup Level

PRL S-014 Contaminants of Concern

PCB (Aroclor 1260) 0.0054 mg/kg 0 to 1 foot bgs Protection of surface water

PCB (Aroclor 1260) 0.063 mg/kg 1 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human healtha

SA 003 Contaminants of Concern

Barium 2,400 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human healtha

Lead 137 mg/kg 0 to i foot bgs Protection of surface water

Lead 148 mg/kg 1 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human healthb

TPH-D 100 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human health,
surface water, and groundwater

TPH-G 10 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human health,
surface water, and groundwater

SA 003 Potential Contaminants of Concern

Metals

Hexavalent Chromium 110 mg/kg

PCBs
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TABLE 2-6
Cleanup Levels for Contaminants of Concern
Former McClellan Air Force Base Initial Parcel Record of Decision I

Analyte Cleanup Level Depth Interval Basis for Cleanup Level

PAHs

Acenapthene 290 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human health8

Anthracene 2,400 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human health8

Benzo(a)anthracene 0.088 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human health8

Benzo(a)pyrene 0.011 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human healtha

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.11 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human healtha

Benzo(g,h,l)perylene 750 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human healtha

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.11 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human health8

Chrysene 0.14 mg/kg 0 to 1 foot bgs Protection of surface water

Chrysene 0.88 mg/kg 1 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human healtha

Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 0.02 1 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human health8

Flouranthene 490 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human healtha

Fluorene 240 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human healtha

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.12 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human healtha

2-Methylnaphthalene 2.0 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human healtha

Naphthalene 1.9 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human health8

Phenanthrene 270 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human health8

Pyrene 350 mg/kg 0 to 15 feet bgs Protection of human healtha
a Values for protection of human health are equivalent to the lesser of the carcinogenic risk of 1 E-06 or a HQ of one

for each contaminant for exposure to soil through direct contact, inhalation, and ingestion for the residential
scenario.

b Values for protection of human health are based on non-cancer health effects (i.e., blood-lead level of 10 ig/dL in
children) using the Department of Toxic Substances Control Leadspread 7 model.

Because of the data gaps, the baseline risk assessment for SA 003 is considered incomplete.
However, based on a comparison to the risk-based cleanup levels, the risk associated with
known non-VOC contaminants in soil (lead andbarium) are expected to present an
unacceptable risk under the residential scenario. In addition, the presence of elevated
concentrations of TPH-G and TPH-D presents a threat to groundwater quality. This action
at SA 003 addresses the following contaminants:

• Lead in soil at concentrations greater than background concentrations (137 mg/kg) from
the ground surface to 1 foot bgs and concentrations greater than 148 mg/kg from 1 to
15 feet bgs.

• Barium in soil at concentrations greater than 2400 mg/kg from the ground surface to
15 feet bgs.

2-82 RDD/040290007 (C1R2462.DOC)

.



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 88 of 375
SEC11ON 2 THE DECISION SUMMARY

• TPH-G and TPH-D in soil at concentrations greater than 10 mg/kg and 100 mg/kg,
respectively, from the ground surface to 15 feet bgs.

• Confirmation sampling will be performed for other non-VOC contaminants that may be
present at the site at elevated concentrations based on site history and previous
sampling results. Cleanup levels for these potential COCs (hexavalent chromium, PCBs,
PAHs, and pesticides) at SA 003 are also provided in Table 2-6.

No action will be taken at PRL S-033, SA 035, SA 041, and SA 091. Non-VOC COCs are
present at levels consistent with unrestricted land use.

2.10 Statutory Determinations
Under CERCLA 121 and the NCP, the lead agency must select remedies that are protective
of human health and the environment, comply with ARARs (unless a statutory waiver is
justified), are cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable. In
addition, CERCLA includes a preference for remedies that employ treatment that
permanently and significantly reduces the volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous wastes
as a principal element and bias against offsite disposal of untreated wastes.

The Air Force and EPA have determined that no action is required for non-VOCs in soil at
SA 035, SA 041, and SA 091 to protect human health and the environment. For PRL 5-033,
the Air Force and EPA have determined that no action is required for non-VOCs in soil
because a removal action has occurred to protect human health and the environment. Non-
VOC hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants are not remaining onsite above
levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.

The following sections provide a brief description of how the selected remedy for PRL S-014
and SA 003 (sites requiring an action) satisfies the statutory requirements of CERCLA 121
and an explanation of the five-year requirements for the sites.

2.10.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The selected remedy, Alternative 3A, for PRL S-014 and SA 003 provides a high level of
protection to human health and the environment because the contaminants are physically
removed from the site. By excavating all the contaminated soil and properly disposing of it
offsite, the selected remedy also eliminates the threat of potential exposure and migration of
contamination to other media. However, under Alternative 3A, a slight risk may be posed to
human health and the environment during the transportation of contaminated soil to a
disposal facility, and soil is not treated prior to disposal.

2.10.2 Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
Section 121(d) of CERCLA states that remedial actions on CERCLA sites must attain (or
justify the waiver of) any federal or more stringent State environmental standards,
requirements, criteria, or limitations that are determined to be ARARS. Applicable
requirements are those cleanup standards, criteria, or limitations promulgated under
Federal or State law that specifically extend to the situation at a CERCLA site. A
requirement is applicable if the jurisdictional prerequisites of the environmental standard
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show a direct correspondence when objectively compared with the conditions at the site.
The remedial actions to be accomplished based on this ROD will achieve the appropriate
chemical-specific cleanup levels for protection of human health, groundwater, and surface
water. Therefore the remedy will be protective of both human health and water quality, and
will comply with associated ARARs. The ARARs that are relevant to the sites and the
selected remedy are present in Tables 2-7 and 2-8.

2.10.3 Cost Effectiveness
In the lead agency's judgment, the selected remedy for PRL S-014 and SA 003 is cost-
effective and represents a reasonable value for the money to be spent. In making this
determination, the following definition was used: "A remedy shall be cost-effective if its
costs are proportional to its overall effectiveness" (NCP 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D). This was
accomplished by evaluating the "overall effectiveness," of those alternatives that satisfied
the threshold criteria (i.e., protective of human health and the environment and ARAR
compliant). Overall effectiveness was further evaluated by assessing the balandng criteria
(long-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume
through treatment; short-term effectiveness; and implementability). Overall effectiveness
was then compared to costs to determine cost-effectiveness.

Tables 2-2 and 2-3 summarize detailed information needed to evaluate the cost effectiveness
of the alternatives for PRL 5-014 and SA 003, respectively. For each alternative, information
is presented on the threshold and balancing criteria.

For PRL S-014 and SA 003, the selected remedy includes soil excavation and offsite disposal
of contaminated soil. Excavation and offsite disposal reduces the volume of contamination
at the site and provides an effective and permanent remedy in a short time frame. The costs
include excavation and offsite disposal of the contaminated soil, restoration of the site, and
sampling and analysis before, during, and after the remedial action. The total cost for
Alternative 3A is the least expensive when compared to the other alternatives that attain the
threshold criteria.

2.10.4 Use of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment to the Maximum
Extent Possible
The selected remedy provides a permanent solution for soil cleanup, but does not provide
treatment of soil. Of those alternatives that are protective of human health and the
environment and comply with ARARS, it has been determined that the selected remedy
provides the best balance of trade-offs in terms of the five balancing criteria. However, the
statutory preference for treatment as a principal element is not satisfied. The following
summary describes why the selected remedy is the most appropriate solution for the site
when compared with the other alternatives.
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TABLE 2-7
Chemical-specific ARARs for PRL S-014 and SA 003

Title 22 OCR, Division 4.5, Chapter
11,66261.21, 66261.22(a)(1),
66261 .22(a)(2), 66261.23, and
66261 .24(a)(1) or Article 4,
Chapter 11.

California hazardous 220CR 66261 .24(a)(2)
waste determination

Land Disposal 22CCR 66268.48
Restrictions

Applicable A solid waste is considered a hazardous waste if
it exhibits any of the characteristics of Ignitability,
corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity, if it is listed as a
hazardous waste.

Applicable Wastes can be classified as non-RCRA, State-
only hazardous wastes if they exceed the
Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration (STLC) or
Total Threshold Limit Concentration (TTLC)
values California hazardous wastes previously
released into the environment are considered
hazardous substances (CoGs) under California
law. New California hazardous wastes generated
in the course of the response action must be
properly managed as hazardous wastes,
including manifesting, storage, treatment and/or
disposal.

Applicable Contaminated soil determined to be hazardous
waste in accordance with State and Federal
regulations may be subject to land disposal
restrictions (LDR) if placed on land in a waste
management unit following excavation. Toxicity
characteristic waste needs to be treated so that it
(1) no longer exhibits the characteristic of
toxicity, and (2) is treated to 10 times the
Universal Treatment Standard (UTS) or achieves
90 percent reduction, whichever is higher.
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California Hazardous
Waste Control Law
(HWCL) Hazardous
Waste Determination

Initial Parcel ROD I

Source
Standard, Requirement, Criterion,

or Limitation ARAR Status Description Comment

The selected remedy will
use the Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching
Procedure (TCLP) limits
to verify if excavated soil
is hazardous.

The selected remedy will
use the TCLP or STLC
limits to verify if
excavated soil is
hazardous.

The selected remedy will
use UTSs (times 10) to
verify if excavated soil is
subject to land disposal
restrictions.

State law mandates
adoption of response
action that is most
stringent under either the
NCP, Porter-Cologne Act
or Chapter 6.8 (HSAA).

Response Action Criteria Health & Safety Code Relevant and Approval of hazardous substance response
mandated by California
Law

Appropriate

[State
believes this
is an
applicable
requirement]

actions shall be no less stringent than: 1) NCP
requirements; 2) applicable plans and policies for
water quality control adopted by State and
Regional Boards under the Porter-Cologne Act;
and/or requirements of Chap. 6.8 of Div. 20 of
the Health and Safety Code.
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TABLE 2-7
Chemical-specific ARARs for PAL S-014 and SA 003
Initial Parcel ROD

Source
Standard, Requirement, Criterion,

or Limitation ARAR Status Description Comment

Minimum Standards for
Health and Ecological
Risk Assessments

Health & Safety Code Relevant and
Appropriate

[State
believes this
is an
applicable
requirement)

Risk assessments for remedy selection must not
only meet NCP requirements, but also must also
include most current sound scientific methods,
knowledge and practices of public health and
environmental professionals.

Risk assessments must
meet statutory standards
to be usable as basis for
remedy selection
decision.

State Water Resources
Control Board
Resolution 92-49

State Water Resources Control Board
Resolution 92-49, Section lll.G

Relevant and
Appropriate

[State
believes this
is an

applicable
requirement]

Section lIl.G of this Resolution states in part that
dischargers are required to clean up and abate
the effects of discharges in a manner that
promotes attainment of background water
quality, or the best water quality which is
reasonable if background levels cannot be
restored.

Remedial alternatives
evaluated must consider
attainment of the highest
water quality that is eco-
nomically and technically
achievable and protects
beneficial uses.

Regional Water Quality
Control Board's Water
Quality Control Plan

Basin Plan, Chapter 2 Relevant and
Appropriate

[State
believes this
is an
applicable
requirement]

The Water Quality Control Plan (also known as
the Basin Plan) for the Sacramento and San
Joaquin River Basins, dated December 9, 1994,
establishes beneficial uses for groundwater and
surface water.

Establishes beneficial
uses of groundwater and
surface water.
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TABLE 2-8

Federal and State Action-specific ARARs for PRL S-014 and SA 003
In!tial Parcel ROD 1

Standard,
Requirement,
Criterion, or

Action Limitation ARAR Status Description Comment
Cleanup of 27 CCR 20390 Relevant and Requires establishment of water quality protection Applies to Class I management
Releases to (replaces 23 CCR Appropriate standard consisting of a list of constituents of concern, units.
the 2550.2) [State believes this is concentration limits, and compliance monitoring points.
Environment an applicable

requirement]
27 OCR 20395 Relevant and Requires specification of waste discharge requirements for Applies to Class I management
(replaces 23 CCR Appropriate constituents of concern. units.

2550.3) [State believes this is
an applicable
requirement

27 CCR 20400 Relevant and Concentration limits must be established for groundwater, Applies to Class I management
(replaces 23 OCR Appropriate surface water, and the unsaturated zone. Specific factors units.

2550.4) must be considered in setting cleanup standards above
background levels.

27 OCR 20415 Relevant and Requires general soil, surface water, and ground water Applies to Class I management
(replaces 23 CCR Appropriate monitoring, units.
2550.7)
27 OCR 20425 Relevant and Requires an assessment of the nature and extent of the Applies to areas at which
(replaces 23 CCR Appropriate release, including a determination of the spatial distribution monitoring results show

2550.9) [State believes this is and concentration of each constituent. statistically significant evidence
an applicable of a release.

requirement
27 OCR 20430 Relevant and Requires implementation of corrective action measures Applies to groundwater
(replaces 23 CCR Appropriate that ensure that cleanup levels are achieved throughout remedial actions.

2550.10) the zone affected by the release by removing the waste
constituents or treating them in place. Source control may
be required. Also requires monitoring to determine the
effectiveness of the corrective actions.
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Treatment,
Storage, or
disposal of
PCB wastes

Clean up of
spilled P08
wastes

Waste
Characterizat
ion and
Disposal

40 CFR Part Applicable
761.60 to 761.79

Applicable to PCB wastes that
may be generated during
remediation.

The P08 spill policy is not
applicable to McClellan AFB
because the policy applies only
to more recent spills. However,
the policy is considered
relevant and appropriate
because it presents health-
based cleanup levels for PCBs
spilled into soil.
Applies to wastes that are
excavated and disposed of
onsite. If the wastes are taken
offsite they must be disposed at
a waste management facility
that is permitted to receive the
type of waste.

Applicable to designated waste
(nonhazardous waste that
could cause degradation of
surface or groundwaters)
disposed of onsite. If the
wastes are taken offsite they
must be disposed at a waste
management facility that is
permitted to receive the type of
waste.
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TABLE 2-8
Federal and State Action-specific ARARs for PAL S-014 and SA 003
Initial Parcel ROD

Standard,
Requirement,
Criterion, or

Action Limitation ARAR Status Description Comment

40 CFR 761.120 — Relevant and
761.139 Appropriate

27 CCR Applicable to disposal
20200(a)(2), (c),
(replaces 23 OCR
2520, 2521)

27 OCR 20210 Applicable to disposal

PCB wastes (exceeding 50 ppm) must be disposed of
within 1 year after being placed in storage. Storage areas
are required to be constructed to meet PCB storage
requirements. If PCB wastes are stored in a manner that
does not comply with the PCB storage requirements, the
containers can be stored temporarily for 30 days from the
date of removal.

Applies to spills that occurred after May 4, 1987. The spill
policy established requirements for cleanup of spills
containing 50 ppm of PCBs or greater.

Requires that wastes must be characterized and if
identified as hazardous (Title 23 OCR) or identified as
designated nonhazardous, or inert solid waste (27 CCR
20210, 20220, 20230) be allowed only at waste
management units that have been approved and
classified.

Requires that designated waste be discharged to Class I
or Class II waste management units.

o.88
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TABLE 2.8

Federal and State Action-specific ARARs for PRL S-01 4 and SA 003
Initial Parcel ROD

27 CCR 20220 Applicable to material
disposed of in the soils
containment unit
Applicable to onsite
disposal

Nonhazardous wastes
generated as part of the
remedial action will need to be
discharged to a classified unit
(e.g., the soils containment unit
or appropriate offsite landfill). If
the wastes are taken offsite
they must be disposed at a
waste management facility that
is permitted to receive the type
of waste.
Applicable to waste classified
as inert (it no longer contains
hazardous waste or soluble
pollutants that would impact
groundwater above applicable
WQOs) that is disposed of
onsite. If the wastes are taken
offsite they must be disposed at
a waste management facility
that is permitted to receive the
type of waste.

Limits visible particulate emissions to the property line. Applicable to remedial actions
that may result in the
production of fugitive dust.
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Standard,
Requirement,
Criterion, or

Action Limitation ARAR Status Description Comment
Requires that nonhazardous solid waste be discharged to
a classified waste management unit.

Requires that inert waste does not need to be discharged
to classified units. Inert waste is waste that does not
contain hazardous waste or soluble pollutants at
concentrations in excess of applicable WQOs.

Control of Air
Emissions

27 OCR 20230 Applicable to on site
disposal

Sacramento Applicable
Metropolitan Air
Quality
Management
District,
Regulation 4,
Rule 403,
Fugitive Dusts
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TABLE 2-8

Federal and State Action-specific ARAR5 for PRL S-01 4 and SA 003
Initial Parcel ROD

Container 22 CCR
Storage 66264.171, 172,

173, 174

22 CCR 66264.175
(a) and (b)

22 CCR 66262.30
through 66262.33

Hazardous 22 CCR 66262.34
Waste
Accumulation

Excavation 22 OCR 66268.40

Corrective 22 OCR 66264.553
Action
(Temporary
Units)

— Be maintained in good condition.
— Be compatible with hazardous waste to be stored.
— Be closed during storage except to add or remove

waste.

— Have adequate secondary containment when
stored onsite.

Place containers on a sloped, crack-free base, and protect
from contact with accumulated liquid. Provide a contain-
ment system with a capacity of 10 percent of the volume of
containers with liquids. Remove spilled or leaked waste in
a timely manner to prevent overflow of containment
system.
Prior to transportation, containers would be packaged,
labeled, marked, and placarded in accordance with RCRA
and Department of Transportation requirements.

Accumulation of hazardous wastes onsite for longer than
90 days would be subject to RCRA requirements for stor-
age facilities.

Movement of excavated materials characterized as
hazardous to new location or placement in or on land will
trigger LDRs for the excavated.

For temporary tanks and container storage areas used for
treatment or storage of hazardous remediation waste
during corrective action activities, it may be determined
that a design, operating, or closure standard applicable to
such units may be replaced by alternative requirements
that are protective of human health or the environment.
The temporary unit may be in place for one year with the
possibility of a one-year extension.

These requirements are
applicable to hazardous wastes
that are generated and stored
temporarily in containers at the
site prior to offsite disposal and
may include wastes such as
soil, debris, or treatment
residuals(water, sludge, filters).
These requirements are
applicable to hazardous wastes
that are generated and stored
temporarily in containers at the
site prior to offsite disposal.

These are applicable
requirements for containers that
are used to contain hazardous
wastes that are sent offsite for
disposal.
These requirements are
applicable to hazardous waste
that is stored temporarily onsite
prior to offsite disposal.
Applicable if excavated soil and
waste characterized as
hazardous waste is placed on
land (e.g., accumulation of soil
prior to disposal).
This provision would allow for
temporary treatment or storage
of hazardous waste that is
excavated, stored, and treated
at McClellan.
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Standard,
Requirement,
Criterion, or

Action Limitation ARAR Status Description Comment
Applicable Containers of RCRA hazardous waste must:

Applicable

Applicable

Applicable

Applicable

Applicable
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TABLE 2.8

Federal and State Action-specific ARARs for PRL S-014 and SA 003
Initial Parcel ROD

Standard,
Requirement,

Action
Criterion, or
Limitation ARAR Status Description Comment

Corrective
Action

40 CFR 264.554 Applicable During corrective action, remediation waste can be placed
in piles without triggering LDRs or MTRs. Must not operate

This provision would allow for
temporary storage of

(Staging for more than 2 years and must be designated by remediation wastes
Piles) appropriate agencies. characterized as hazardous

before and/or after treatment.

Disposal 22 CCR 66268 Applicable Compliance with LDR treatment standards is required if
hazardous waste (e.g., contaminated soil) is placed on
land. Soil treatability variance may be invoked according to
40 CFR 268.44 (h)(3) and (4).

LDRs must be met for wastes
excavated and then placed in
an area outside of a CAMU,
treatment unit, or staging pile.

Regional Basin Plan, Relevant and The Water Quality Control Plan (also known as the Basin Establishes beneficial uses for
Water Quality Chapter 2 Appropriate Plan) for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins, groundwater and surface water.
Control dated December 9, 1994, establishes beneficial uses for
Board's {State believes this is an groundwater and surface water.
Water Quality applicable requirement]
Control Plan

Surface and State Water Relevant and Section 111.0 of this Resolution states in part that Remedial alternatives
groundwater Resources Control Appropriate dischargers are required to clean up and abate the effects evaluated must consider
cleanup Board Resolution

92-49, Section lll.G [The State believes it is
Applicable]

of discharges in a manner that promotes attainment of
background water quality, or the best water quality which is
reasonable if background levels cannot be restored.

attainment of the highest water
quality that is economically and
technically achievable and
protects beneficial uses.

Surface and 40 CFR Parts 122, Applicable Regulates pollutants in discharge of storm water Applicable to discharge of
groundwater 123, 124, National associated with construction activity (clearing, grading, or stormwater from areas where
cleanup pollution discharge

elimination system,
implemented by
State Water
Resources Control
Board Order
92-08 DWQ

excavation) involving the disturbance of 1 acre or more.
Requirements to ensure storm water discharges do not
contribute to a violation of surface water quality standards.

excavation or stockpiling of
soils may occur.
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2.10.5 Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

The selected remedy includes physically removing the contaminated soil from the site, and
properly disposing it offsite without treatment. For Alternative 3A, long-term O&M will not
be required at PRL S-014 and SA 003 because contaminants at concentrations that pose risks
to human health or the environment are entirely removed from each site. Site specific
monitoring and long-term institutional controls to prevent the possibility of impacts to
human health and the environment are not required.

2.10.6 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment
The selected remedy effectively reduces the toxicity, mobility, and volume of contaminants
at each site by excavation and offsite disposal at a landfill, not through treatment. Through
landfill disposal, the mobility of the waste is reduced because it is placed in an engineered
cell. Prior to placing the waste in the cell, treatment may be employed to reduce mobility
and toxicity of contaminants in soil, although this is not likely because the contaminant
concentrations are relatively low at the sites.

2.10.7 Short-term Effectiveness
The selected remedy presents a potential for short-term exposure from the excavation and
offsite disposal of contaminated soil. When excavating, construction workers are
temporarily exposed to disturbed soils. Alternative 3A also requires contaminated soil to be
transported a significant distance for disposal, which may expose the surrounding
community and environment to contamination through fugitive dust. Appropriate
measures will be adhered to during the remedial action to minimize exposure.

2.10.8 Implementability
The excavation and disposal components of the selected remedy are readily implementable
and reliable. Excavation is a commonly understood and well-proven method of removing
contaminated surface and subsurface materials. Equipment and construction methods
appropriate to the excavation and handling of contaminated materials are readily available.

2.10.9 Costs
The selected remedy is cost effective. For PRL S-014, the total cost to achieve virtually the
same end result is nearly six-times as costly for Alternative 5 when compared to
Alternative 3A, although Alternative 5 does use onsite treatment in conjunction with
excavation. Alternative 2, although less costly than Alternative 5 but more costly than
Alternative 3A, is the use of institutional controls that will be required in perpetuity to
protect human health and the environment because contaminants are left in place.

For SA 003, Alternative 3B is more costly than Alternative 3A. Although both alternatives
include excavation of contaminated soil, under Alternative 3B, residual contamination is left
in place, which will require implementing long-term institutional controls to prevent the
possibility of impacts to human health and the environment.

Therefore, Alternative 3A for PRL S-014 and SA 003 is the least expensive when compared
to the other alternatives.
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2.1010 State Acceptance

Generally, the State believes Alternative 3A is better than Alternative 2 because it costs
substantially less and remediates the contamination.

2.1010.1 Community Acceptance
A public comment period on the Proposed Plan was held from September 15 through
October 15, 2003, and a public meeting was held on September 30, 2003. Public comments
were received (see the Responsiveness Summary in Section 3). The public comments
indicate no disagreement with the Air Force's selected remedies.

2.10.11 Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

There is no source material(s) posing a principal threat at the sites addressed in this ROD,
and EPA's statutory preference for treatment of principal threats does not apply to the sites
(NCP 300.430(a)(1)(iii)(A). In addition, the selected remedy does not include treatment as a
principal element. Based on reported data, relatively low levels of contamination in the soil
are present at the sites; therefore, the soil will not likely be considered hazardous waste.
Consequently, treatment prior to placement in an offsite landfffl would not necessarily be
required. For PRL S-014, the alternative including treatment as a principal element
(Alternative 5) is nearly six-times as costly as the selected remedy (Alternative 3A). A
treatment alternative was not evaluated for SA 003 because the site includes a mix of metal
and organic contaminants, thereby complicating the treatment required and increasing
costs.

2.10.12 Five-year Review Requirements
Because the selected remedy will not result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remaining onsite above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure, a 5-year review will not be required for this remedial action. However, if the
remedial action has not been implemented or the RAOs have not been attained within
5 years, the next 5-year review would include a review of these sites. Specifically, the
Technical Assessment for each site would ascertain what actions are still required and
whether the remedy is protective of human health and the environment. In the event the
remedial action cannot achieve the ROD RAOs, an amendment to the ROD or a ROD
Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) would be performed to resolve the

discrepancy.

2.11 Documentation of Significant Changes

Subsequent to completing the Initial Parcel FS #1 and at the request of the State, the Air
Force performed a limited excavation of soil during additional characterization of the
elevated arsenic and bis2CEE detections at SA 035. This work was performed during
December 2003 and is documented in an addendum to the Initial Parcel FS #1. Analytical
results support the selection of the No Action alternative for this site and are discussed in
Section 2.4.4.4.
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SECTION 3

The Responsiveness Summary

3.0 Stakeholder Issues and Air Force Responses
The Proposed Plan for Soil Cleanup at Seven Sites was available for review during a 30-day
public comment period from September 15 through October 15, 2003. A public notice
announced the start of the public comment period. The Plan was available for review at the
McClellan Information Repository and web site for the Air Force Real Property Agency,
McClellan Operating Location. In addition, a public meeting was held on September 30,
2003 to explain the Proposed Plan, and to solicit comments from the public. The public was
encouraged to review the document and provide comments, either orally or in writing,
about the cleanup alternatives presented in the Proposed Plan.

A proposed plan and public comment period is a key part of the decision-making process as
the Air Force uses community input in selecting a cleanup decision.

The Air Force received comments from two members of the public during the public
comment period. Mr. Gary Coffier provided comments orally at the public meeting and
Mr. Paul Green provided written comments. Mr. Collier and Mr. Green are community
members of the McClellan Restoration Advisory Board. Their comments and the Air Force
responses are provided below. The public comments did not result in modification of the
preferred cleanup alternatives presented in the Proposed Plan.

I. Comments Received from September 30, 2003 Public Meeting:

Mr. Gary Collier: "The other aspect of the question was these are pretty simple sites, by that
I mean they are basic. But I'm concerned that the cleanup aspects may be used as a
precedent for the really tough ones. There are some really bad sites out there. And there is
also some discussions of the landfills which we encamped. Can this be used as a precedent
since they also talk about using the Mather based stock use?"

Air Force Response: This Record of Decision deals only with the following seven sites; PRL
S-014, PRL S-033, SA 003, SA 035, SA 041, SA 091, PRL S-040. It is not a basewide Record of
Decision. Other sites will be dealt with in future Records of Decision, to determine cleanup
remedies for each specific site. Future Records of Decision will deal with more contaminated
sites, to include landfills. This Record of Decision does not set precedent for the cleanup
levels of other sites to be dealt with in the future.

Mr. Gary Collier: "Basically, like I indicated, I don't see any major problems with these
particular sites. But I just have some concerns that I will probably put in writing at a later
date. But I would like to get some more information as questions come up. But I would like
to take this time just to let people in the audience know that regarding —not regarding this
aspect, but I just got information that the Air Force is going to be getting some monies to do
the sewer project on the base and that's going to hopefully speed up some of the processes
out there. And it went to Senator Feinstein and Senator Matsui's office. They both had a
great deal to do with it as well as Congressman Ose's office."
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Air Force Response: These comments are noted, but do not apply to the seven sites in this
Record of Decision.

II. Comments Submitted in writing to AFRPA during the comment period:

Mr. Paul Green: The CERCLA process is no more than a management decision-making
process - nothing magic in and of itself. The problem is with the management system.

The only way it appears people inside the system can justify being in the system is calling
upon the system. The system is circular and therefore justifies itself. it is possible to justify
any good idea in a vacuum but it's impossible to justify a better idea if it's all done within
the same environment.

The value CERCLA provides is too encumbered with process; the process is too
cumbersome. The CERCLA process falls on itself because it is too heavy.

CERCLA has an over-abundance of coordination. Those who are coordinating the CERCLA
process (i.e., AFRPA) are too conservative. While erring on the side of safety can be fine,
AFRPA is too constricting in its implementation.

Unless there is a health problem defined in the process, the rest of the steps need to get out
of the way. For example, if a regulatory action limit is 5 ppb and a sample result is 6 ppb,
what is the difference? What is the relevance to human health? It is a waste of people's time
to achieve the smaller limit. Can't see quibbling over ppb action levels (unless the
contaminant is egregious.) AFRPA and the regulators shouldn't try to get to zero.

Cleanup costs are comprised of the actual physical cost to remediate contamination PLUS
the indirect costs of program implementation (e.g., tracking and staff payrolls). Both costs
should be expressed when total cost of an action is considered. All indirect costs of a project
should also be expressed. The system fails when the community doesn't get to determine
how many people are on the payroll. In addition to the cost of a project, we must also
consider what we are losing every year when things aren't being done (e.g., lost jobs, lost
tax revenue.)

At McClellan, there have been delays with defining the problem, listing assumptions, listing
factors that bear on the problem, developing alternatives and then selecting one. There is no
rhyme or reason for how we are cleaning up at McClellan. Over the last twO years, there has
not been a lot of accomplishment or effectiveness in terms of turning deeds over to MP
[McClellan Parkj. This is necessary for additional sales and leases, which means more jobs
and a greater tax base in the community.

The cost of remediating site [PRL S-014] where the PCB transformers leaked is offensive.
Also, what is the relevance of the aggregate piles? Who wants them?

$400M spent already and we aren't even scheduled to complete remediation until 2034 and
2050. There does not appear to be a plan to get there.

Management philosophy says the lowest level that has all of the information should make
the decision. If all decisions are made at the Air Force level, that is rough. We have the tale
waging the dog - localAir Force should begin working for the local community. Decisions
should be made focusing on reuse as being the mission.
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The community would like to compare all the items at McClellan, not just the 7 parcels in
the Initial Parcel. The community doesn't get a chance to prioritize because there isn't
anything else to prioritize against.

Involve the community BEFORE actual decisions are made but AFTER the alternatives have
been provided because the alternatives address what the community should decide. This
should occur AFTER environmental scrutiny has occurred. The community's role is not to
oversee, recommend, or advise the Water Board or EPA on technical matters. The
community wants to focus on alternatives and the cost of those alternatives that impact the
community (noise, light, highways cut off, affect on schools).

We know we can't do all cleanup all at one time due to limited funding and landfill
limitations, but we need to improve and increase the amount of land available for reuse.
That's the problem.

From a layperson's perspective if it takes that long to do it, then they are scrutinizing too
much OR they are overloaded OR too many things go up the process that don't need to.
Also, you shouldn't operate from the perspective that "you might lose your birthday just
because you were wrong."

Air Force Response: The comments about the lengthy, bureaucratic nature of CERCLA are
noted and appreciated. CERCLA is the law that sets forth the requirements on how
investigation and cleanup are to be completed. It can be a lengthy process, but the Air Force
works with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the State of California to
prioritize cleanup needs, select the best remedy and facilitate reuse. Cleanup decisions are
based on a wide variety of factors, including potential risk to human health and the
environment, and a technologic and economic feasibility analysis.

The cleanup program at McClellan is evolving from purely cleanup, to cleanup and reuse.
As the program evolves and progresses, priorities shift and schedules change. This can
largely be attributed to new information. The Air Force must first completely identify and
quantify the scope of the contamination at an IRE site and evaluate various cleanup
alternatives before it can arrive at a final cleanup solution, or a Record of Decision in
CERCLA terms. A Record of Decision is a key step in the process of transferring property.

The Air Force has installed many remedies throughout the base that are actively cleaning up
sites and ensuring that human health and the environment are being protected. Examples
include ongoing groundwater treatment, soil vapor extraction and soil excavation. These
ongoing cleanup remedies not only set the stage for future property transfer, but also help
current reuse efforts by containing, reducing and eliminating potential risks associated with
the contamination.

Significant progress has been made in terms of environmental cleanup, reuse of the
property and facilities at McClellan and property transfer. To date, more than 5,000 jobs
have been created at McClellan and nearly 80 percent of McClellan is available for reuse via
lease. The Air Force has deeded 275 acres to the community, with an additional 96 acres
scheduled to be transferred in Spring 2004 under the Initial Parcel Finding of Suitability for
Transfer (FOST).
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For this Proposed Plan, the Air Force and EPA have chosen the most cost-effective cleanup
alternative for sites SA 003 and PRL S-014. Alternative 2 is more expensive than removing
the contamination due to the cost of institutional confrols (managing the contamination left
in place over time). For each of the remaining sites, Alternative 1 was selected, because the
Air Force and EPA have determined that no cleanup actions need to be taken. There are no
cleanup costs associated with this alternative, while allowing unrestricted use of the site.

3.1 Technical and Legal Issues
There are no outstanding technical or legal issues not addressed in the Decision Summary
(Section 2).

.
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SECTION 4

References

The following site-specific list of references represent the primary source documents
associated with each site. These site characterization references make up "Roadmap #1" for
each site. In addition to these primary references, a site-specific Administrative Record (AR)
Index Listing is provided at the back of this section. This AR listing provides in
chronological order, all stored documents associated with the specific site. In addition,
specific references for each site are provided in Section 2.4 prior to the summary of the site
characterization data.

4.0 Site Specific References

4.0.1 PRL S-014
CH2M HILL. 1981. IRP Records Search for McClellan Air Force Base. July.

McLaren. 1986. Basewide Report on Contamination, McClellan Air Force Base, Sacramento,
California. Final.

McLaren. 1986. Basewide Source Control Feasibility Study and Remedial Action Plan. Final.
December.

Radian. 1991. IRP Stage 3, Preliminary Assessment for PRL S-014 for McClellan AFB/EM.

February.

Jacobs. 1992. IRP OU A RI Sampling and Analysis Plan, Section 3, FSP, Vol. 2, May.

Jacobs. 1995. IRP OU A Interim Basewide RI Final Part 2A — SCS, FSP, November.

LRA Engineering. 1996. McClellan AFB Tank Site 22. March.

Jacobs. 1999. IRP Basewide Data Gap Field Sampling Plan —3. Final. March.

Air Force. 2000. Building 22 Underground Storage Tanks (UST), Memo for RWQCB. August.

CVRWQCB. 2000. No Further Action Letter, USTs at Building 22, McClellan AFB. August.

CH2M HILL. 2000. Non-VOC Feasibility Study. August.

URS. 2000. Site-Specific Supplemental Environmental Baseline Survey, Group 6 Facilities.
Final. December.

Jacobs. 2001. IRP McClellan AFB Operable Unit (OU) A Part 2A —Interim Basewide RICS, Vol. 1.

September.

Jacobs. 2002. IRP McClellan AFB OU A RICS Addendum. Final. March.

CH2M HILL. 2003. LRA Initial Parcel Feasibility Study #1 (7 Sites) App G, H. Final. August.
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4.0.2 PRL S-033

Radian. 1991. IRP Stage 3, OU B PA Summary Report McClellan AFB/EM. Final. October.

Radian. 1991. IRP Stage 3, OLI B PA Summary Report Vol.11, App B. Final. October.

Radian. 1991. IRP Stage 7, 011 B Remedial Investigation SAP McClellan AFB/EM. Final.
November.

Radian. 1991. IRP Stage 7, OLI B Soil Gas Investigation Data Summary 2. Draft. February.

Radian. 1994. PA/SI Technical Summary Report. Final. September.

Radian. 1995. IRP Interim Basewide RI, Part 2B, RICS, Vol. 1,2,4, and 8 of 9. Final. December.

Radian. 1998. IRP McClellan AFB Data Gap Field Sampling Plans-2. Final. September.

CH2M HILL. 1999. McClellan AFB Basewide VOC Feasibility Study Report, Vol.3 of 3. Final.
December.

Radian. 2004. IRP McClellan AFB OLE B RICS Addendum. Final.

R.F. Weston/Kleinfelder. 2002. Removal Action Report, PRL S-033. Final. April.

URS. 2002. IRP Interim Basewide RI Report OU B -RICS and Addendum, Vol.2 of 4. July.

CH2M HILL. 2003. LRA Initial Parcel Feasibility Study #1 (7 Sites) Appendix H. Final. August.

4.0.3 PRL S-040

Radian. 1995. OLE F-H Preliminary Assessment, McClellan. Final. January.

Radian. 1997. OIl E-H Field Sampling Plans. Final. April.

Jacobs. 2000. Parts 2E-2H RICS Vol. 2. Final. March.

CH2M HILL. 2003. LRA Initial Parcel Feasibility Study #1 (7 Sites) Appendix H. Final. August.

4.0.4 SA 003

Air Force. 1987. McClellan AFB Environmental Compliance Files, Analytical Data.

EG&G Idaho. 1988. Industrial Wastewater Collection System Characterization Report. May.

Radian. 1991. IRP McClellan AFB, OLE B Soil Gas Investigation Data Summary. February.

Radian. 1991. IRP Stage 3, 011 B Preliminary Assessment Summary Report, Final. October.

Radian. 1991. IRP Stage 7,011 B Remedial Investigation SAP McClellan AFB/EM. Final.
November.

Radian. 1993. IRP Stage 7,01! B Remedial Investigation SAP Addendum FSPs. Final. April.

Radian. 1995. IRP McClellan AFB Interim Basewide RI, Part 2B, RICS. Final. December.

Radian. 1999. Data Gap Field Sampling Plan —2 Final. July.

Radian. 1999. Data Gap Field Sampling Plan —4 Final. July.
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URS. 2002. IRP McClellan AFB Interim Basewide RI Report OLI B —RICS and Addendum. Final.

July.

URS. 2002. Field Sampling Plan for POL/SSG at Selected Sites. November.

URS. 2002. OLI B Phase 1 POL/SSG RICS Addenda for Selected Sites, Vol. 1,2. WC. July.

CH2M HILL. 2003. LRA Initial Parcel Feasibility Study #1 (7 Sites) Appendix H. Final. August.

4.0.5 SA 035

Air Force. 1989. EM Spii Response Checklist/report for Building 20. September.

Radian. 1991. IRP OLI Preliminary Assessment, App D. February.

Jacobs. 1992. IRP OLI A Remedial Investigation Sampling and Analysis Plan, Vol.2, May.

Jacobs. 1995. IRP OU A Interim BW RI Final Part 2A —SCS/FSP, November.

Jacobs. 1995. OU A, B, C, D Basewide Eco RA, Tech Memo, Scoping Summary Report.
December.

CVRWQCB. 1996. No Further Action Letter, UST at Building 20, McClellan AFB. July.

Jacobs. 1998. Part 2A: OU A RICS for IC 25. Final. October.

Jacobs. 2001. Part 2A: QU A RICS for IC 26. Final. September.

Jacobs. 2002. IRP McClellan AFB QU A RICS Addendum. Final. March.

CH2M HILL. 2003. LRA Initial Parcel Feasibility Study #1 (7 Sites) App G, H. Final. August.

4.0.6 SA 041

Radian. 1991. IRP Stage 3, QUA Preliminary Assessment Summary Report, Vol.4, App D.
February.

Jacobs. 1992. IRP QUA Remedial Investigation Sampling and Analysis Plan, Vol. 2, May.

Jacobs. 1992. Interview Database Record, Site Investigation Checklist. December.

Jacobs. 1995. QU A Interim BW RI Final Part 2A — SCS/FSP, November.

Jacobs. 1995. QU A, B, C, D Basewide Eco RA, Tech Memo, Sco ping Summary Report. December.

Radian. 1997. Interim Basewide RI Report, Part 1, General Framework, Vol. 2, App K. June.

Jacobs. 1998. Part 2A: OU A RICS for IC 26. Final. October.

Jacobs. 1998. Part 2A: QLJ A RICS for IC 26. Final. November.

CH2M HILL. 1999. McClellan AFB Basewide VOC Feasibility Study Report, Vol. 3 of 3. Final.
December.

URS. 2000. Site-S pecific Supplemental Environmental Baseline Survey for Group 6 Facilities. Final.
December.
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Jacobs. 2001. Part 2A: OU A RJCS for IC 26. Final. September.

CH2M HILL. 2003. LRA Initial Parcel Feasibility Study #1 (7 Sites) App G, H. Final. August.

4.0.7 SAO91

Air Force. 1988. Letter from Ray Burgiss regarding soil removal following solvent spill.
March.

Air Force. 1989. Spill Report, Bay A in Building 621. October.

Radian. 1991. IRP Stage 3, OU A Preliminary Assessment Summary Report, Vol.4, App D.
February.

Jacobs. 1992. IRP Oil A Remedial Investigation Sampling and Analysis Plan, Vol.2, May.

Jacobs. 1992. Interview Database Record, Site Investigation Checklist. December.

Jacobs. 1995. Oil A Interim Basewide RI Final Part 2A — SCS, FSP, November.

Jacobs. 1995. Oils A, B, C, D Basewide Eco RA, Tech Memo, Scoping Summary Report.
December.

Jacobs. 2001. Part 2A: Oil A RICS for IC 43, Vol.3. Final. September.

CH2M HILL. 2003. LRA Initial Parcel Feasibility Study #1 (7 Sites) App G, H. Final. August.

4.1 Administrative Record Index Former McClellan AFB, •
Calif ornia

Following are the administrative records for sites PRL S-014, PRL S—033, PRL S-040, SA 003,
SA 035, SA 041, and SA 091
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McClellan AFB, CA - AR DOCUMENTS.
Date of Report: 9/19/03.

AUTHOR or . FILEICDDOC.
DATE SUBJECT OR TITLE CORP. AUTHOR NTJMBER

20 Jul 89 CDHS Memo Concerning Recommendations Welker, Molly . 1405
for Work Plan California Department of Health CD 6

Services

Aug 90 RJJFS, Stage 4, Planning Network Report Radian, Corp. 1567
CD1O

Nov 90 Fact Sheet, The Facts, OU-A, No 5 SM-ALc/PA . 1605

CDI1

08 Mar91 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning PA MacDonald, Alexander M 1679
Summary Report, OU-A California Regional Water CD 7

Quality Control Board

11 Apr 91 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Mitani, Lewis 1695
PA Report, OUA EPA Region IX CD 7

23 Apr 91 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Comments Landis, Anthony J 1696
on PA Report, OUA . California Department of Health CD 7

Services

01 Jul 91 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 1733

Preliminary Summary Report, OUA California Regional Water CD 12
Quality Control Board

12 Jul91 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Draft PA Wang, David 1740

Summary Report, OUA California Department of Health CD 11
Services

23 Jul 91 EPA Letter to Base Concerning PA Summary Mendoza, Ramon C 1742
Report, OUA EPA Region IX CD 11

27 Jul91 Base Letter to EPA Concerning Response to Hoda, Badnil 1745
Comments on PA Report, OU-A SM-ALCIEM CD 12

I
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McClellanAFB, CA -AR DOCUMENTS
Date of Report: 9/19/03

AUTHOR or FILE/CDDOC.
DATE SUBJECT. OR TiTLE CORP. AUTHOR NUMBER

14 Aug91 Base Letter to EPA Concerning DraftSoil Thorpe, Charles J D 1757

Vapor Summary Report SM-ALCIEM CD 20

02 Jan92 Base Letter to EPA Concerning SAP,OU-A Slavich, Francis E, Capt 3139

SM-ALC/EMR CD 18

08 Jan92 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2949
Comments onSite Grouping Phase California Regional Water CD 17
Memorandumand QAPP, OUA Quality Control Board

Feb 92 ROD, Final, Stage 3, No Further Action, OU- Radian, Corp. 1779
.A CD2O

19 May92 CRWQCB Letter to BaseConcerning MacDonald, Alexander M 1905
Comments on RI, DnLftSAP, 0UA California Regional Water CD 8

Quality Control Board

01 Jul92 EPA Letterto Base Concerning Comments on Moore, Katherine 1921

RI, Draft SAP, OU-A EPA Region IX CD 8

Sep 92 RI, Final SAP, Vol I, OU-A Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 1883
CD 8

30 Sep 92 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review of Moore, Katherine 2017

Draft Final SAP, OUA EPA Region IX CD 8

19 Nov 92 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning UST MacDonald, Alexander M 2042
Program and Addition of Sites California Regional Water CD 8

Quality Control Board

Jul94 Working Draft Technical Memorandum, UST Radian Corp. 2367
Closure Certification

.. CD 13

2
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AUTHOR or FILE/CDDOC.
DATE SUBJECT OR TITLE CORP. AUTHOR NUMBER

.10 Aug 94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2415
Comments on Basewide Ecological Risk California Regional Water CD 8
Assessment Draft Scoping Report; 01.1-A lity Control Board

16 Sep 94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concern ng Draft MacDonald, Alexander M 2443
Final Scoping Report for Basewide California Regional Water CD 15
Ecological Risk Assessment; OU-A Qniit3, Control Board

23 Sep 94 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Harris, John 2446
Comments on Scoping Report for Basewide California Department of Toxic CD 15

• Ecological Risk Assessment, OUA Substances Control

Oct 94 Basewide Ecological Risk Assessment Final Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2472
Scoping Report, OU-A CD 21

13 Oct94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Draft MacDonald, Alexander M 2463
UST Closure Certification Report California Regional Water CD 13

Quality Control Board

01 Nov94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2479
Comments on Draft Site Characterization California Regional Water CD 13
Summaries, OIJA Quality Control Board

02 Dec 94 CDTSC Letter tO Base Concerning Harris, John 2504
Comments on Final Ecological Risk California Department of Toxic CD 14
Assessment Scoping Report, OUA Substances Control

May95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2634
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 14
Vol I of VI, OU-A

May95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2635
Characterization Summaiy and FSP, Part 2A, CD 14
Vol II of VI, OU-A

3
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McClellan AFB, CA - ARDOCUMENTS
Date of Report: 9/19/03

AUTHOR orDOC
DATE SUBJECT OR TITLE CORP. AUTHOR NUMBER

May95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2636
Characterization Summaiy and FSP, Part 2A, CD 15
Vol 111 of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

May95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2637
Characterization SumEnaiy and FSP, Part 2A, CD 15
Vol IV of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

May95 RI, Interim Baséwide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2638
Characterization Summazy and FSP, Part 2A, CD 15
Vol V of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

May 95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2639
Characterization Summazy and FSP, Part 2A, CD 15
Vol VI of VI, Appendices B-D, OU-A

30 Jun 95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2674 S
Interim RI Basewide Draft Report Part 2A, EPA Region IX CD 15
OU-A

03 Jul 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2680
- Comments on RI Draft FSP, OUA California Regional Water CD 15

Quality Control Board

05 Jul 95 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 2682
Comments on Draft Site Characterization California Department of Toxic CD 15
Summaries and FSP, OUA Substances Control

27 Sep 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2758
Comments on Draft Final RI FSP, OUA California Regional Water CD 15

Quality Control Board

27 Sep 95 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowslci, Mark 2759
Comments on Draft Final Site California Department of Toxic CD 15
Characterization Summaries and FSP, OUA Substances Control

S
4
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Date of Report: 9/19/03

DOC. AUTHOR or

DATE SUBJECT OR TiTLE COR!'. AUTHOR NUMBER

12 Oct95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2775
Draft Final Site Characterization SUflulThly EPA Region IX CD 16
and FSP, OU-A

Nov95 RI, interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2795
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol I of VI, OU-A

Nov95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2796
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol II of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

Nov 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2797
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol III of VI, Appóndix A, OU-A

Nov 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2798
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol IV of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

Nov 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2799
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol V of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

Nov95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2800
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol VI of VI, Appendices B-D, OU-A

16 Nov95 Base Menio Concerning Final Site Schmalz, Kirk L• 2815
Characterization Sununary and FSP SM-ALC/EMR CD 16
Submittal, OU-A

19 Dec 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2859
Comments on Final Basewide Ecological California Regional Water CD 17
Risk Assessment Summary Scoping Report Quality Control Board

5
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AUTHOR orDOC. FILE/CD
DATE SUBJECT OR TITLE CORP. AUTHOR NUMBER

14 Feb 96 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning CDTSC Malinowski, Mark 3032
Comments on Final Basewide EA SUnuIuuy California Department of Toxic CD 17
Scoping Report, OUA, OUB, OUC, OUD Substances Control

03 Oct96 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Phase MacDonald, Alexander M 3182
11 RI/FS, FSP Report, OUA California Regional Water CD 18

Quality Control Board

Nov96 RI, Draft Interim Basewide Report, Revision Radian, Corp. 3198
I CDI8

03 Apr97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3319
Comments on RI, Draft Final 1inuui California Regional Water CD 18
Basewide Report, Revision 1 Quality Control Board

30 Apr 97 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Chang, James 3337
Removal Action Work Plan, Basewide S\'E EPA Region IX CD 18

07 May 97 Base Letter to Regulators Concerning Anderson, Elaine S 3339
Appropriate Modeling to Determine Potential SM-ALC/EMR CD 18
Water Quality Impacts From Metals
Contaminated Soil

14 May 97 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Letter on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3342
Appropriate Modeling to Determine Potential EPA Region IX CD 18
Water Quality Impacts From Metals
Contaminated Soil

27 May97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3348
Comments on Appropriate Modeling to California Regional Water CD 18
Determine Potential Water Quality Impacts Quality Control Board
From Metals Contaminated Soils

28 May97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3349
Comments on Appropriate Modeling to California Regional Water CD 18
Determine Potential Water Quality Impacts Quality Control Board
From Metals Cóntaminatéd Soils .

6
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Date of Report: 9/19/03

AUTHOR or FILE/CDDOC.
DATE SUBJECT OR TITLE CORP. AUTHOR N'JMBER

Jun97 Final Ecological Risk Assessment Strategy Radian, Corp. 3354
Report CD 19

Jun97 RI, Final Interim Basewide Report, Part 1, Radian, Corp. 3355
Vol 1 of II, Revision I CD 19

Jun 97 RI, Final Interim Basewide Report, Part 1, Radian, Corp. 3356
Vol 11 of 11, Appendices, Revision I CD 19

14 Jul 97 Base Memo Concerning Risk Assessment, Anderson, Elaine S 3387
OU-A, OUC SM-ALC/EMR CD 19

30JUl97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3401
Comments on RI, Final Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 19
Report, Part 1, Revision 1 QUality Control Board

Oct 97 Fact Sheet, Environmental Action Update, SM-ALCIPA 3472
UST Program Finishes Phase I CD 19

07Nov97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3479
Comments on RI, Draft Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 20
Report, Characterization Summary, Part 2a, Quality Control Board
OU-A

13 Nov97 EPA Memo Concerning Review Comments Paull, Jeffrey M 2945
Interim RI Basewide Draft Report Part 2A EPA Region LX CD 17
Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment,
OU-A

17Nov97 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3488
RI, Draft Report, Characterization Summary, EPA Region LX CD 20
OU-A

03 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting Comments Chang, James 2794
on Draft Basewide Removal Action Work EPA Region LX CD 16
Plan, SVE

7
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AUTHOR or FILE/CDDOC.
DATE SUBJECT OR TITLE CORP. AUTHOR NUMBER

23 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Concenung RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 268
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interim EPA Region IX CD 2
Basewide Report, Part 1

26 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 270
Review Comments on RI, Draft EPA Region IX CD 2
Basewide Report

03 Mar98 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 273
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interim EPA Region IX CD 2
Basewide Report, Part I

Apr98 Final Basewide Removal Action Work Plan, IJRS Greiner, Inc. 823
SVE CD4

08 Apr 98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 832
Basewide Removal Action Work Plan, SVE California Regional Water CD 4

Quality Control Board

01 May98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 850
Comments on RI, Interm Basewide Report, EPA Region IX CD 4
Part!

16 Jun 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 872
Draft Basewide Data Gap FSP, Vol 2 EPA Region IX CD 3

27 Aug98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2967
Comments on Draft Fmal RI Characterization California Regional Water CD 17
Summaries, Part 2A Quality Control Board

18 Sep 98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 2960
Comments on Draft Final RI Characterization California Department of Toxic CD 17
Summaries, P&t 2A Substances Control

24 Sep 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 1824
RI, Draft Final Interim Basewide Report, EPA Region IX CD 7
Characterization Summaty, Part 2a, OU-A

8
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McClellan AFB, CA - AR.DOCUMEN1S
Date of Report: 9/19103

AUTHOR or FILE/CDDOC.
DATE SUBJECT OR TITLE CORP. AUTHOR NUMBER

26 Oct 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 971
Draft Data Gap FSP EPA Region IX CD 4

27 Oct98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 69
Comments on Draft Basewide Data Gaps FSP California Department of Toxic CD 4

Substances Control

20 Nov 98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning RI, MacDonald, Alexander M 976
Draft Final Interim Basewide Report, California Regional Water CD 4
Characterization Summary, Part 2a Quality Control Board

18 Dec 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 1805.
RI, Draft FinaiReport, Characterization EPA Region ix CD 7
Summaiy, Part 2a, OU-A

22 Dec 98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 1803
Comments on RI, Draft Final Report, California Department of Toxic CD 7
Characterization SUmmary, Part 2a, OUA Substances Control

26 Jan99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 1961
Approval of Draft Final Basewide Data Gaps California Regional Water CD 8
3, FSP QualityControl Board

Mar 99 Update Pages, Final Basewide Data Gap, FSP Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 929
3 CD3

Mar 99 Final Basewide Data Gap FSP 3, OU-A Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 3609
CD2L

11 Jun 99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 952
Comments on RI, Draft Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 4
Report, Part 1 General Framework, Revision Quality Control Board
2

.25 Aug 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning No MacDonald, Alexander M 3892
Further Action, UST, Bldg 1058 California Regional Water CD 22

Quality Control Board

9
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AUTHOR or FILE/CDDOC.
DATE SUBJECT OR TITLE CORP. AUTHOR NUMBER

28 Aug 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning No MacDonald, Alexander M 3893
Further Action, UST, Bldg 1032 California Regional Water CD 22

Quality Control Board

06 Sep 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 3900
Comments on Draft Supplemental EBS, California Regional Water CD 22
Group 6 Quality Control Board

19 Sep 00 CRWQCB Memo Concern ng Beneficial Use, Marshack, Jon B 4248
Protective Water Quality Limits, Petroleum- California Regional Water CD 24
Based Fuels Quality Control Board

13 Oct00 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Malinowski, Mark 4091
Draft Final, RI Characterization Summaries, California Department of Toxic CD 24
Part 2A, OUA Substances Control

30 Oct 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 3946
Comments on RI Report, Draft Final California Regional Water CD 23
Characterization Summaries, OIJA Quality Control Board

09 Nov 00 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Heaty, Joseph B, Jr 3955
Comments on RI, Draft Final EPA Region IX CD 23
Characterization Summaries, OU-A

09 Nov 00 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Renzi, Barbara 4090
Human Health Risk Assessment, RI California Department of Toxic CD 24
Characterization Summaries, OUA Substances Control

20 Nov 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 3961
Comments on Draft Final Supplemental EBS, California Regional Water CD 23
Group 6 Quality Control Board

Dec 00 Final Supplemental Environmental Baseline URS Greiner Woodward Clyde, 3964
Survey (EBS), Vol II of II, Appendices A-F, Inc. CD 23
Group 6 .

10
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AUTHOR or FILE/CDDOC.
DATE SUBJECF OR TiTLE CORP. AUTHOR NUMBER

Dec 00 Final Supplemental Environmental Baseline URS Greiner Woodward Clyde, 3963
Survey (BBS), Vol 1 of IL, Group 6 Inc. CD 23

Jan01 Supplemental FOSL, Group 6 Facilities Lowas, Albert F, Jr 4334
AFBCA/DM McClellan CD 26

03 Jan01 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Kilgore, William 4089
Comments on Interim, Basewide Pwt 2A, '1 CaliforniaDepartment of Toxic CD 24
Report, Characterization Summaries, OUA Substances Control

22 Jan 01 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Renzi, Barbara 4119
Human Health Risk Assessment Procedures, California Department of Toxic CD 24
OUA, OUC, OUE, OUF, OUG, OUH Substances Control

30 Jan 01 CDHS Letter to CDTSC Concerning Bailey, Dance Ci 4126
Comments on Draft Final RI Characterization California Department of Health CD 24
Summaries, Part 2A, OUA Services

31 Jan 01 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 4118
Comments on Human Health Risk California Department of Toxic CD 24
Assessment, OUA, OUB, OU.C, OUD, Substances Control
OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

07 Feb 01 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 4125
Comments on Draft Final, RI California Department of Toxic CD 24
Characterization Summary Addendum, Past Substances Control
2A, OU-A

Sep 01 RI, Final Interim Basewide Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 4262
Summaries Report, Part 2A, Vol 1 of XIV, CD 24
OU-A

Sep 01 RI, Final Interim Basewide Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 4263
Summaries Report, Part 2A, Vol II of XIV, CD 24
OU-A

11
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DOC AUTHOR or FILE/CD
DATE SUBJECT OR TITLE CORP. AUTHOR NTJMBER

Sep01 RI, Final Interim Basewide Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 4264
Summaries Report, Part 2A, Vol III of XIV, CD 25
OU-A

Sep 01 RI, Final Interim Basewide Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 4265
• Summaries Report, Part 2A, Vol IV of XIV, CD 25

Appendix A, OU-A

Sep 01 RI, Final Interim Basewide Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 4266
Summaries Report, Part 2A, Vol V of XIV, CD 25

• Appendix A, OU-A

Sep 01 RI, Final Interim Basewide Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 4267
Summaries Report, Part 2A, Vol VI of XIV, CD 25
Appendix A, OU-A

Sep 01 RI, Final Interim Basewide Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 4268
Summaries Report, Part 2A, Vol VII of XIV, CD 25
Appendix A, OU-A

Sep 01 RI, Final Interim Basewide Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 4269
Summaries Report, Part 2A, Vol VIII of XIV, CD 25
Appendix A, OU-A

Sep 01 RI, Final Interim Basewide Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 4270
Summaries Report, Part 2A, Vol LX of XW, CD 25
Appendix A, OU-A

Sep 01 RI, Final Interim Basewide Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 4271
Summaries Report, Part 2A, Vol X of XIV, CD 25
Appendix B, OU-A

Sep 01 RI, Final Interim Baséwide Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 4272
Summaries Report, Part 2A, Vol XI of XIV, CD 25
Appendix CI-ClO, OU-A

Sep 01 RI, Final Interim Basewide Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 4273
Summaries Report, Part 2A, Vol XII of XIV, CD 25
AppendixD1-D4, OU-A

12
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AUTHOR orDOC.
DATE SUBJECT OR TITLE CORP. AUTHOR NUMBER

Sep 01 RI, Final Interim Basewide Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 4274
Summaries Report, Part 2A, Vol XLII of XW, CD 25
Appendix D4-D6, Oil-A

Sep 01 RI, Final Interim Basewide Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 4275
Sdmmaries Report, Part 2A, Vol XIV of XIV, CD 25
Appendix D6-D7, Oil-A

19 Sep 01 Base Letter to Distribution Concerning Brunner, PaulO 4261
Comments on Final RI Characterization AFBCAIDM McClellan CD 24
Summaiy, OU-A

24 Oct01 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 4304
•

Draft RI Characterization Summary EPA Region LX CD 25
Addendum, OU-A

30 Oct01 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on RI Renzi, Barbara 4480
Characterization Summaries and Risk California Department of Toxic CD 26
Assessment, Addendum, OUA Substances Control

02 Nov 01 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 4312
Comments on Draft RI, Characterization California Regional Water CD 25
Summaries Addendum, OUA Quality Control Board

04 Dec 01 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Depies, Kevin 4351
Comments on Draft RI Characterization California Department of Toxic CD 26
Addendum, Oil-A Substances Control

15 Apr 02 EPA Letter to Base Concerning No Healy, Joseph B, Jr 4432
Comments on Draft Final RI Characterization EPA Region IX CD 26
Summary Report, OU-A

15 Apr02 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 4433
Comments Adequately Addressed oi California Regional Water CD 26
Final RI Characterization Summaries Quality Control Board
Addendum, Oil-A

13
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Doc. AUTHOR or FILE/CD
DATE SUBJECT OR TITLE CORP. AUTHOR NUMBER

08 NOV 02 Administrative RecordFile Index LABAT-ANDERSON 01
INCORPORATED CD 1

S

S
14
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AUTHOR or FILE/CD.DOC.
DATE SUBJECT OR TITLE CORP. AUTHOR NUMBER

Feb 89 RI, Stage 5, Work Plan, Area B Radian, Corp. 1350
CD6

31 Mar 89 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Position on Siebal, Val F 1365
RI/FS Related Topics . CaliforniaDepartment of Health CD 6

Services

14 Jul 89 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning RI, MacDonald, Alexander M 1401
Groundwater, Area B California Regional Water CD 6

Quality Control Board

18 Jul 89 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Removal Landis, Anthony J 1403
Action, Area B California Department of Health CD 6

ServicesS
19 Jul 89 Base Letter to Task Force Concerning Brwmer, Paul G 1404

Expedited Response Action, Area B 2852 CES/EM CD 6

10 Aug 89 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Emergency Siebal, Vat F 1417
Response Action, OUB California Department of Health CD 20

Services

18 Aug 89 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Proposed Mitani, Lewis 1418
Emergency Response Action, OUB EPA Region LX CD 20

Sep 89 Fact Sheet, Response Action Starts, OU-B 2852 CES/EM 1422
CD 20

13 Sep 89 Base Letter to Task Force Members Lawell, J Thomas, Col 1427

Concerning Expedited.Response Action 2852 CES/EM CD 20
Beginning, OU-B

16 Oct 89 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Review of Landis, Anthony J 1438
RI and EE/CA Waste Transportation and California Department of Health CD 7
Disposal Plan, OUB Services

1
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28 Mar 90 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning ARARS Landis, Anthony J 1496
and CEQA Requirements for Non-Time California Department of Health CD II
Critical Removal Action Project, OUB Services

30 Mar 90 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 1497
Preliminary Design Review for Expedited California Regional Water CD 11
Removal Action, OUB Quality Control Board

Apr90 Fact Sheet, AR Index, Soils Holding Area 2852 CES/EM 789
CD4

04 Apr 90 Radian Letter to Base Concerning Transmittal Gouge, Jack D 1409
of Deliverable Sequence 4 R1ian Corp. CD 6

12 Apr 90 Newspaper Article, "McClellan The News 1510
Environmental Task Force Meeting Set- CD 7
Public Comment Sought"

19 Apr 90 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 1512
Comments on PA Summary Report, OUB California Regional Water CD 7

Quality Control Board

May90 Newspaper Article, "EPA OKs Toxic Waste Henetz, Patty 1523
• Site, McClellan Dump Will be Near The Sacramento Union CD 7

Elementary School"

05 May90 Newspaper Article, "McClellan Waste Plan Gibson, Steve 1524
Revamped, Critics Praise Move of Storage The Sacramento Bee CD 7
Facility"

16 May90 Press Release, McClellan Gains EPA SM-ALC/PA 1527
Approval for Storage Site, SS-l 18 CD 7

01 Jun 90 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Comments Landis, Anthony J 1535
on Draft PA Summary Report, OUB California Department of Health CD 7

Services .
2
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12 Jun90 Base Memo Concerning Public Comments on Findley, Keith U, Col 1540
Expedited Action, OU-B SM-ALQ'EM CD 7

15 Jun 90 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting Comments Mitani, Lewis 1542
and Summary for Draft PA Summary Report, EPA Region LX CD 7
06Apr90

22 Jun 90 Base Letter to School Superintendent Findley, Keith G, Cot 1544
Concerning Update on Environmental SM-ALCIEM CD 7
Cleanup Efforts

27 Jun 90 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 1546
Approval of Recommendation Letter for California Regional Water CD 7
Sampling of Monitoring Wells, Third Quarter. Quality Control Board
90

Jul 90 Soil Gas Investigation Work Plan, Sampling Radian, Corp. 3494
and Analysis,.OU-B CD 21

27 Jul 90 CRWQCB Letter to Base C ncerning Review MacDonald, Alexander M 1562
Comments on Soil Gas Investigation Report, California Regional Water CD 10
OUB Quality Control Board

Aug 90 RL'FS, Stage 4, Planning Network Report Radian, Corp. 1567
CDIO

14 Aug90 Base Letter to Regulators Transmitting lerardi, Mario E, Capt 1570
Response to Comments on PA Summary SM-ALC/EM CD 10
Report, OU-B

19 Sep 90 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Response to Mitani, Lewis 1582
Comments on PA Summary Report, OUB EPA Region Ix CD 11

28 Sep 90 Base Letter to EPA Concerning EE/CA, OU- lerardi, Mario E, Capt 1586
B SM-ALCIEM CD 11

3
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18Oct90 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Mercury Siebal, Va! F 1594
Contamination California Department of Health CD 11

Services

23 Oct 90 Base Letter to MAIPG Concerning Soil Gas lerardi, Mann E, Capt 1597
Investigation, OU-B SM-ALCIEM CD 11

Nov90 Fact Sheet, The Facts, OU-B Expedited SM-ALC/PA 1604
Response Action, No 4 CD 11

29Nov90 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning EE/CA MacDonald, Alexander M 1609
OUB California Regional Water CD 11

Quality Control Board

29Nov90 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Mitani, Lewis 1610
EEICA, OUB EPA Region IX CD 11

30 Nov 90 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning EE/CA, Landis, Anthony J 1612
OUB California Department of Health CD 11

Services

Dec90 Fact Sheet, The Facts, OU-B, EEICA, No 6 SM-ALC/PA 1617
CD II

Jan91 Stage 3, EE/CA Layperson's Summary, OU-B Radian, Corp. 1631
CD11

29 Jan 91 Base Letter to EPA Concerning EE/CA- EA, Findley, Keith G, Cot 1640
OU-B SM-ALCIEM CD 11

Feb 91 Soil Gas Investigation, QA/QC Report, Vol 1 Radian, Corp. 1642

of 111, OU-B CD 10

Feb 91 Soil Gas Investigation, QAIQC Report, Vol 11 Radian, Corp. 1643

of III, OU-B CD 11

4
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Feb 91 Soil Gas Investigation, QA/QC Report, Vol Radian, Corp. 1644
HI of ifi, OU.-B CD 11

Feb 91 Stage 3, EA, EEICA, Final Report, Disposal Radian, Corp. 1654
and Reuse, OU-B CD 7

04 Feb 91 CDHS Letter to SMAQMI) Concerning Landis, Anthony J 1656
Groundwater Extraction Program, OUB California Department of Health CD 7

Services

22 Feb 91 Governor's Office Letter to CHSD Nunenkamp, David C 1660
Concerning Groundwater Removal Action, Governor's Office of Planning CD 7
OUB and Research

Mar91 ROD, RLfFS, NFA, Stage 7, Final, OU-B Radian, Corp. 1668
CD7

01 Mar 91 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning EE/CA-EA, Landis, Anthony J 1669
OU-B California Department of Health CD 7

Services

01 Mar 91 Task Force Member Letter to Base Yarbrough, Charles H 1673
•

Concerning EE/CA-EA Report City of Sacramento CD 7

02 Mar91 MESS Letter to Base Concerning Removal Fisher, Maiy R 1675
Actions, OUB McClellan Ecological Seepage CD 7

Situation

04 Mar91 USAF Letter to US Congress Concerning Wise, Sidney J, Col 1676
Comments on EE/CA, EA, OU-B USAF CD 7

05 Mar 91 California Legislature Letter to Base Connelly, Lloyd G 1677
Concerning Removal Action, OUB California Legislature CD 7

5



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 130 of 375

McClellan AH, CA - AR DOCUMENTS
Date of Report: 9/19/03

1)0(1 AUTHOR or FILE/CD
DATE SUBJECT OR TITLE CORP. AUTHOR NUMBER

07 Mar91 Radian Letter to HSDIYAQ Concerning Gouge, Jack D 1678
Submission of Deliverable Sequence 4 Radian Corp. CD 7

11 Mar 91 MESS Letter to Base Concerning Position on McClellan Ecological Seepage 288
Extracted Water Disposal Action, OU-B Situation CD 4

12 Mar91 Radian Letter to HSDIYAQ Concerning Gouge, Jack D 1681
EE/CAEA OUB Radian Corp. CD 7

21 Mar 91 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Soil MacDonald, Alexander M 1684

Gas Investigation Summary Report, OUB California Regional Water CD 7
Quality Control Board

Apr91 RI, HSP, OU-B Radian, Corp. 1687
CD7

Apr91 Fact Sheet, Environmental Action Update, SM-ALC/PA 1692
"Cleanup Continues in OU-B CD 7

Apr91 Stage 3, Final Action Memorandum, OU-B Radian, Corp. 1693
CD 7

Apr91 Stage 3, FONSI, BE/CA, EA and Removal Radian, Corp. 1697
Action Final Report, Disposal and Reuse, CD 7
OU-B

03 Apr 91 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning RI MacDonald, Alexander M 1694

Sampling Pkm, OUB California Regional Water CD 7
Quality Control Board

24 Apr91 Radian Letter to HSD/YAQ Transmitting Gouge, Jack D 1698
EE/CA-EA Action Memorandum, OUB Radian Corp. CD 7

30 Apr 91 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Action MacDonald, Alexander M 1700
Memorandum and FONSI, 0UB California Regional Water CD 7

Quality Control Board

6
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02 May91 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review of Mitani, Lewis 1705
Drnft SAP, OUB EPA Region IX CD 20

07 May 91 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Extension Landis, Anthony J 1709
for Review of RI SAP, OUB California Department of Health CD 20

Services

22 May 91 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Final Landis, Anthony J 1711
Action Memorandum OUB California Department of Health CD 20

Services

Jun 91 Fact Sheet, The Facts, RI, OU-B, No 9 SM-ALCIPA 1721
CD2O

06 Jun 91 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Mitani, Lewis 1722
RI, SAP, OUB EPA Region IX CD 20

07 Jun 91 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Comments Landis, Anthony J 1723
011 SAP, OU-B California Department of Health CD 20

Services

24 Jun 91 Base Letter to EPA Concerning Signed Pages Findley, Keith G, Col 1725
for Action Memorandum and FONSI SMIJA/EM CD 20

29 Jul 91 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Wang, David 1746
Comments on RI, Draft HSP, OUB California Department of Toxic CD 11

Substances Control

04 Sep 91 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning QAPP, MacDonald, Alexander M 1775
OIJB California Regional Water CD 20

Quality Control Board

17 Sep 91 Base Letter to EPA Concerning RI, SAP, lerardi, Mario E, Capt 1785
OU-B SM-ALCIEM CD 20

7
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18 Sep 91 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning RI, MacDonald, Alexander M 1786
Draft Final SAP, OUB California Regional Water CD 20

Quality Control Board

27 Sep 91 Base Letter to EPA Concerning RI, Final Anderson, Elaine S 1790
SAP, OU-B SM-ALC/EM CD 7

30Sep91 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Extension for Mitani, Lewis !792
RI, SAP, OUB EPA Region IX CD 7

Oct 91 PA, Stage 3, Summary Report, Vol 1 of III, Radian, Corp. 1793
OU-B CD 7

Oct91 PA, Stage 3, Summaiy Report, Vol H of III, Radian, Corp. 1794
OU-B CD 7

Oct91 PA, Stage 3, Summary Report, Vol III of III, Radian, Corp. 1795
OU-B CD 7

Oct 91 RI, HSP, OU-B Radian, Corp. 2974
CD 17

01 Oct 91 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2972
Response to Conunents, Draft SAP, OUB California Regional Water CD 17

Quality Control Board

29 Oct 91 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning RI SAP, Wang, David 2986
OUB California Department of Toxic CD 17

Substances Control

31 Oct91 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Summary of Mitani, Lewis 2987
QAPP Revisions, OUB EPA Region IX CD 17

Nov91 RI, Stage 7, Final SAP, OU-B Radian, Corp. 2989
CD2O

8
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18 Nov91 Base Letter to EPA Concerning RI, Final Anderson, Elaine S 2997
SAP, OU-B SM-ALC/EMR CD 17

24Dec91 Base Letter to EPA Concerning Soil (las lerardi, Mario E,Capt 1715
Investigation, OU-B SM-ALC/EM CD 20

Jan92 Technical Memorandum, Soil Remedial Radian, Corp. 2182
Technologies Screening CD 9

09 Jan 92 RI, Monthly Status Meeting, 12 Dec 91, OU- SM-ALCIEM 3282
B CDI8

28 Jan 92 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 1708. Extractable Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons California Regional Water CD 20
and PCB Second Column Analyses, Request Quality Control Board
for Technical Variance

Mar 92 Final Report, Remedial Field Operation, Site US Pollution Control, Inc. 4313
33, PRL-033 CD 26

28 Oct 92 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Review MacDonald, Alexander M 2032
of FSP, OUB California Regional Water CD 8

Quality Control Board

04 Dec 92 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Review MacDonald, Alexander M 2050
of SAP Addendum FSP, OUB California Regional Water CD 8

Quality Control Board

01 Feb 93 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review of Moore, Katherine 2073
Consensus Statement on Background EPA Region IX CD 8
Constituents in Subsurface Soils

17 Feb 93 Consensus Statement, Background Inorganic Radian Corp. 2084
Constituents in Subsurface Soils CD S

9
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02 Apr 93 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Review MacDonald, Alexander M 2112
of FSP, OUB California Regional Water CD 8

Quality Control Board

09 Apr93 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 2114
Comments on FSP, OUB California Department of Toxic CD 8

Substances Control

Jun94 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Part 2B, Radian Corp. 2340
Appendix A CD 20

Jun94 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Part 2B, Radian Corp. 2343
Appendix C CD 13

Jun94 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Part 2B, Radian Corp. 2339
RI Characterization Studies CD 12

Jun94 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Part I, Radian Corp. 2338
General Framework CD 12

Jun94 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Part 2B, Radian Corp. 2341

Appendix A (Continued) CD 12

Jun94 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Part 2B, Radian Corp. 2344
•

Appendix D CD 13

Jun94 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Part 2B, Radian Corp. 2342

Appendix B (Continued) CD 13

07 Jul 94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2372
Comments on Interim RI Basewide Draft California Regional Water CD 13
Report Part I General Framework Quality Control Board

Aug 94 Basewide Ecological Risk Assessment Final Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2398

Scoping Report, OU-.B, OU-D CD 8

S
10
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04 Aug 94 CDTSC Letter to BaseConcerning Malinowski, Mark 2409
Comments on RI Interim Basewide Draft California Department of Toxic CD 8
Report, General Framework Substances Control

04 Aug 94 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2410
Comments on RI Interim Basewide Draft EPA Region IX CD 8
Report

16 Aug 94 CDTSCLetter to Base Concerning Harris, John 2420
Comments on Basewide Ecological Risk California Department of Toxic CD 8
Assessment Draft Final Scoping Report, 0U Substances Control
B, OU-D

25 Aug 94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2424
Comments on Basewide Ecological Risk California Regional Water CD 8
Assessment Draft SAP, OUB, OUD Quality Control Board

Oct 94 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Final Report, Part Radian Corp. 2449
1, General Framework CD 15

Nov 94 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Part 1, Radian Corp. 2480
General Framework CD 13

14 Nov 94 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2482
Comments on RI Interim Basewide Draft EPA Region IX CD 13
Final Report

27 Jan 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Interim MacDonald, Alexander M 2537
RI Basewide Draft Report for Part 1 General California Regional Water CD 14
Framework Appendices AE Quality Control Board

01 Mar 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Draft MacDonald, Alexander M 2563
Basewide Interim RI Characterization California Regional Water CD 14
Summaries Part 2B, OUB Quality Control Board

11
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14 Mar 95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Héaly, Joseph B, Jr 2581
Comments on Draft Appendices for Basewide EPA Region DC CD 14
Interim RI Part I

14 Mar95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Heaty, Joseph B, Jr 2582
Comments on Basewide Draft'Interim RI EPA Regiàn DC CD 14
Characterization Summaiy Part 2B, OU-B

20 Mar 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDona1d, Alexander M 2585
Comments on Basewide Interim RI Draft california Regional Water CD 14
Report, Part 1, Appendix F Q1ity Control Board

23 Mar95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2586
Interim RI Basewide Draft Report, Part 1, EPA Region DC CD 14
Appendix E

03 Apr95 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 2611 S
Comments on RI Characterization Summaries California Department of Toxic CD 14
Basewide Draft Report, OUB Substances Control

Jul 95 Update Pages, RI, Interim Basewide Draft - Radian Corp. 2675
Final Report, Characterization Summaries, CD 15
Part 2B, Appendix C, OU-B

Jul 95 Update Pages, RI, Interim Basewide Draft Radian Corp. 2676
Final Report, Part 1 General Framework, . CD 15

Appendices A Through C, E, F

Jul 95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Final Report, Radian Corp. 2678
Characterization Sununaries, Part 2B CD 15
Continued, OU-B

02 Aug 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2707
Comments on RI Characterization Summary California Regional Water CD 15
Part 2B, OIJB

.
Quality Control Board

12
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03 Aug 95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2712
Draft Final Appendices to Basewi4e Interim EPA Region IX CD 15
RI

03 Aug 95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2713
Draft Final RI Characterization Summaries, EPA Region IX CD 15
OU-B

17 Aug 95 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 2724
• Comments on Draft Final RI Characterization California Department of Toxic CD 15

Summary, OUB Substances Control

28 Sep 95 Base Memo Concerning Release Dates of RI Schmalz, Kirk L 2761
Characterization Summaries, IC-3 1, OU-B SM-ALC/EMR CD 15

07 Nov 95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2810
Basewide Interim RI Report Updating EPA Region IX CD 16
Process

Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2826
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol 1 CD 16
of IX, OU-B

Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2827
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol II CL) 16
of IX, OU-B

Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2828
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol III CD 16
of IX, Appendix A, OU-B

Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2829
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol IV CD 16
of LX, Appendix A, OU-B

Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2830
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol V CD 16
of DC, Appendix B, OU-B

13
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Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2831
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol VI CD 16
of IX, Appendix B, OU-B

Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2832
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol CD 16
VII of DC, Appendix B, OU-B

Dec95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2833
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol CD 20
VIII of DC, Appendix C, OU-B

Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2834
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol DC CD 20
of IX, Appendix D, OU-B .01 Dec 95 BaseMemo Concerning Final RI Schmalz, Kirk L 2825
Characterization Summary Submittal, OU-B SM-ALCIEMR CD 16

15 Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, General Radian Corp. 2855
Framework, Appendices A Through C, E, F, CD 17
OU-B

19 Dec 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2859:
Comments on Final Basewide Ecological California Regional Water CD 17
Risk Assessment Summary Scoping Report Quality Control Board

14 Feb 96 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning CDTSC Malinowski, Mark 3032
COmments on Final Basewide EA Summary CaliforniaDepartment of Toxic CD 17
Scoping Report, OUA, OU-B, OUC, OUD Substances Control

Nov96 RI, Draft Interim Basewide Report, Revision Radian, Corp. 3198
CD18

07 Feb 97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3262
Comments on RI, Draft Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 19
Report, General Framework, Revision 1 Quality Control Board

14
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10 Feb 97 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3264
RI, Draft Interim Basewide Update EPA Region IX CD 19

20 Feb 97 CDTSC Letter to Base Concàrning Adams, Randy S 3276
Comments on RI, Draft Interim Basewide California Department of Toxic CD 18
Report, Part 1: General Framework, Substances Control
Appendix I

03 Apr97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3319
Comments on RI, Draft Final Interim California Regional Water CD 18
Basewide Report, Revision 1 Quality Control Board

14 Apr 97 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 3327
Comments on RI, Draft Final Interim California Department of Toxic CD 18
Basewide Report, Part 1 Substances Control

23 Apr 97 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3334
RI, Draft Final Interim Update EPA Region IX CD 18

30 Apr 97 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Chang, James 3337
Removal Action Work Plan, Basewide SVE EPA Region IX CD 18

Jun 97 Final Ecological Risk Assessment Strategy Radian, Corp. 3354
Report CDL9

Jun97 RI, Final Interim Basewide Report, Part I, Radian, Corp. 3355
Vol 1 of II, Revision 1 CD 19

Jun97 RI, Final Interim Basewide Report, Part I, Radian, Corp. 3356
Vol II of 11, Appendices, Revision 1 CD 19

30 Jul 97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3401
Comments on RI, Final Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 19
Report, Part 1, Revision I Quality Control Board

15
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03 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting Comments Chang, James 2794
on Draft Basewide Removal Action Work EPA Region IX CD 16
Plan, SVE

23 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 268
Review Comments on RI, DMft IIiteIIIII EPA Region IX CD 2
Basewide Report, Part 1

26 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 270
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interim EPA Region IX CD 2
Basewide Report

03 Mar98 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 273
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interim EPA Region IX CD 2
Basewide Report, Part 1

Apr 98 Final Basewide Removal Action Work Plan, URS Greiner, Inc. 823
SVE CD4

08 Apr 98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 832
Basewide Removal Action Work Plan, SVE California Regional Water CD 4

Quality Control Board

01 May 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 850
Comments on RI, Interim Basewide Report, EPA Region ix CD 4
Part!

20 Aug98 EPA Letter.to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 1815

Draft Annotated Outline, RI General EPA Region IX CD 7
Framework Update

Sep 98 Final Data Gap FSP 2 Radian, Corp. 898
CD 12

24 Feb 99 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Final Draft Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3607
FSP, Hazardous Waste Storage Areas, SS EPA Region IX CD 22
118

S
16
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09 Jun 99 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 951
Comments on RI, Draft Interim Basewide California Department of Toxic CD 4
Report, General Framework, Revision 2 Substances Control

10 Jun99 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Hanusiak, Lisa 2907
Comments on Interim RI Basewide Draft EPA Region IX CD 17
Report Part I General Framework Update

11 Jun99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 952
Comments on RI, Draft. Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 4
Report, Part 1 General Framework, Revision Quality Control Board
2

15 Jun99 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Hanusiak, Lisa 2899
Comments on Draft Interim Basewide RI EPA Region LX CD 17
Report, Part I General Framework Update

11 Feb 00 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Malinowski, Mark 3761
Draft Non-VOC, EE/CA, Work Plan, PRL S California Department of Toxic CD 21
033, SS4 18 Substances Control

15 Feb 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 3764
Comments on Draft EE/CA, Work Plan, PRL California Regional Water CD 21
S033 Quality Control Board

23 Feb 00 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3767
Draft Non-VOC EE/CA, PRL S033 EPA Region IX CD 21

07 Mar00 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Kilgore, William 3778
Comments on Draft Non-VOC, EE/CA, Work California Department of Toxic CD 22
Plan Substances Control

07 Mar 00 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Kilgore, William 3779
Comments on Draft Non-VOC, EE/CA, Work California Department of Toxic CD 22
Plan, PRL S033 Substances Control

17
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14 Mar00 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3789
Draft Non-VOC, EE/CA EPA Region DC CD 22

20 Mar 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning No Taylor, James D 3791
Comments on Draft Radiological, Final Status California Regional Water CD 22
Survey Report, Bldg 786 Qna1it' Control Board

May 00 Final Work Implementation Plan, OU-B Radian, Corp. 3823
CD22

10 May 00 CDHS Letter to CDTSC Concerning Bailey, Dance G 4098
Comments on Radiological Final Status California Department of Health CD 24
Survey Report, Bldg. 786, SS1 18 Services

19 May 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 3833
Comments on Draft Final EE/CA., Work Plan, California Regional Water CD 22
PRL S-033 Quality Conirol Board

30 May00 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Hea[y, Joseph B, Jr 3835
EE/CA, Non-VOC, PRL S-033, SS4 18 EPA Region LX CD 22

Jun00 Press Release, Public Notice, Base Plans SM-ALC/EM 3845
Continued Short Term, Permitted Storage CD 23
Facility for Hazardous Waste, SS-1 18

02 Jun00 Final EEICA and Work Plan, Non-VOC, PRL CH2M Hill 3847
S-033,SS-118 CD23

12 Jun 00 Newspaper Article, "Public Notice, Public The Sacramento Bee 4074
Comment Period and Public Meeting for CD 24
Proposed RA and Proposed Non-VOC
Contaminant Unit, 12 Jun 00 - 11 Jul 00 and
Public Meeting, 20 Jun 00"

22 Jun 00 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Kilgore, William 3856
Comments on Draft Action Memorandum, California Department of Toxic CD 23
PRL S033 Substances Control

18
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30 Jun 00 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3863
Draft Action Memorandum PRL S.033 EPA Region IX CD 23

30 Jun00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning No Taylor, James D 3862
Comments on Draft Action Memorandum, California Regional Water CD 23

• PRL S033 Quality Control Board

24 Jul 00 CDHS Letter to CDTSC Concerning No Bailey, Dance G 4102
Comments on Draft Final Radiological Final California Department of Health CD 24
Status Survey Report, Bldg 786, SS418 Services

06 Nov00 Decision Document, Action Memorandum, Lowas, Albert F, Jr 4073
PRL S033, SS4 18 AFBCAIDM McClellan CD 24

14 Dec 00 Base Letter to Regulators Concerning Mook, Philip H, Jr 3973
Removal Action, Non-Time Critical, PRL S AFBCAIDM McClellan CD 23
033

18 Dec 00 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Concurrence Meer, Daniel A 4079
on Decision Document, RA Action EPA Region IX CD 24
Memorandum, PRL S-033, SS-1 18

08 Jan 01 CDTSC Letter to Base Transmitting Kilgore, William 4097
Comments on Radiological Final Status California Department of Toxic CD 24
Surveys and TerminatiOn Reports Substances Control

Feb 01 Final Work Implementation Plan, Ex Situ URS, Corp. 4121
Wet Oxidation Treatability Study, Revision 0 CD 24

14 Feb 01 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 4129
Comments Adequately Addressed, Draft California Regional Water CD 24
Final, RA Work Plan, PRL S033 Quality Control Board

15 Feb 01 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 4130
Comments on Draft Final, RA Work Plan, California Department of Toxic CD 24
PRL S-033 Substances Control

19
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2601 RA, Final Work Plan, PRL 5-033 Roy F. Weston, Inc. 4134
CD 24

05 Mar01 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Response to Healy, Joseph B, Jr 4146
Comments on Draft Final Work EPA Region IX CD 24
Implementation Plan, Ex-Situ Wet Oxidation
Treatability Study

28 Juii 01 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Approval Malinowski, Mark 4212
of RA Memorandum and Final SVE, EE/CA, California Department of Toxic CD 24
PRL SM33, 1C25, 1C41, 1C42, IC43 Substances Control

02 Jul 01 Initial Parcel FS Meeting Minutes, 11 Jun 01 CH2M Hill 4219
CD 25

Oct01 Final Surface Water and Sediment Sampling TechLaw, Inc. 4338
Report, PRL S-033, SS-l 18 CD 26

05 Nov 01 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Kistner, Glenn R 4182
Draft Removal Action Report, PRL S.033, EPA Region IX CD 24
SS-1l8

28 Nov01 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Malinowski, Mark 4482
Draft Removal Action Report, 1 CaliforniaDepartment of Toxic CD 26

Substances Control

04 Dec 01 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 4352
Comments on Draft Removal Action Report, California Regional Water CD 26

Quality Control Board

11 Dec01 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Depies, Kevin 4355
Comments on Draft Removal Action Report, California Department of Toxic CD 26
PRL S033 Substances Control

18 Dec01 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Kistner, Glenn R 4361
Draft Ex-Situ Thermal Desorption EPA Region LX CD 26
Technology Application Analysis Report

20
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Jan 02 Final Work Implementation Plan, Soil URS, Corp. 4477
Washing and Solidification/Stabilization, CD 26
Revision I

07 Jan 02 CDTSC Letter to Distribution Concerning Depies, Kevin 4370
Request for ARAR Requirements for Initial California Department of Toxic CD 26
Parcel FS Substances Control

04 Feb 02 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Lee, Bat 4400
Draft Technology Application Analysis California Department of Toxic CD 26
Report, Ex Situ Thermal Desorption Substances Control
Treatability Study

12 Feb 02 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 4387
Comments on Draft Ex Situ Thermal California Regional Water CD 26
Desorption Treatability Study, Technology Quality Control Board
Application Analysis Report

25 Feb 02 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 4391
Comments Adequately Addressed, Draft California Regional Water CD 26
Final Removal Action Report, PRL S033 Quality Control Board

11 Mar 02 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Depies, Kevin 4399
Comments on Draft Technology Application California Department of Toxic CD 26
Analysis Report, Ex Situ Thermal Desorption Substances Control
Treatability Study

19 Mar 02 CRWQCB Letter tO CDTSC Transmitting Taylor, James D 4407
ARARs for Soil Remediation, Initial Parcel California Regional Water CD 26
FS Quality Control Board

22 Mar 02 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Depies, Kevin 4410
Comments on Draft Final Removal Action California Department of Toxic CD 26
Report, PRL S033 Substances Control

22 Mar02 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Potential Depies, Kevin 4414
ARARS, Initial Parcel FS California Department of Toxic CD 26

Substances Control

21
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04 Apr 02 EPA Letter to Base Concerning No Further Kistner, Glenn R 4428
Comments on Draft Final Removal Action EPA Region IX CD 26
Report, PRL S-033

23 Apr 02 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 4439
Comments Adequately Addressed on Draft California Regional Water CD 26
Final Ex Situ Thermal Desorption QualiW Control Board
Treatability Study, Application Analysis
Report

25 Apr 02 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Kistner, Glenn R 4446
Draft Final Ex Situ Thermal Desorption EPA Region LX CD 26
Technology Application Analysis Report

May 02 Final Technology Application Analysis URS Group, Inc. 4449
Report, Ex Situ Thermal Desorption CD 26
Treatability Study, Revision 0

08 May 02 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Depies, Kevin 4460
Comments Adequately Addressed on Draft California Department of Toxic CD 26
Final Technology Application Analysis Substances Control
Report, Ex Situ Thermal Desorption
Treatability Study

20 May 02 Final Initial Parcel Data Gaps FSP and HSP CH2M Hill 4450
CD 26

20 May02 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Depies, Kevin 4464
Comments on Draft Initial Parcel Data GapS California Department of Toxic CD 26
FSP Substances Control

30 May 02 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Depies, Kevin 4471
Concurrence on Final Initial Parcel, Data California Department of Toxic CD 26
Gaps FSP and HSP Substances Control

08 Nov 02 Administrative Record File Index LABAT-ANDERSON 01
INCORPORATED CD I

22
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UNK Newspaper Article, "Toxics Site Plan for Hams, Tom 745
McClellan Hit, Depot Would Be Near The Sacramento Bee CD 4
School"

23
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Aug 90 RI/FS, Stage 4, Planning Network Report Radian, Corp. 1567
CD 10

18 Jul 94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2380
• Comments on Draft PA Work Plan California Regional Water CD 13
•

Quality Control Boar4

22 Jul 94 SMWA Letter to Base Concerning Possible Hymes, Kelly 2385
Contamination on Northeast Side of Base Sacramento Metropolitan Water CD 13
Runway Strip, OUE, OUF, OUG, OUH Authority

10 Aug94 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2414
PA/SI Draft Technical Review Report and EPA Region IX CD 8
Draft Work Plan.•

Sep94 PA/SI, Final Technical Summary Report Radian Corp. 2427
CD8

Feb 95 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Review Malinowski, Mark 755
Comments on Draft PA Report, OUE, OUF, California Department of Toxic CD 4
OIJG, 0U41 Substances Control

24 Mar 95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2590
Comments on Draft PA EPA Region IX CD 14

28 Mar 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Review MacDonald, Alexander M 2591
Comments on Draft PA California Regional Water CD 14

Quality Control Board

Sep96 Draft FSP,OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H Radian, Corp. 3157
CDI8

Nov 96 RI, Draft Interim Basewide Report, Revision Radian, Corp. 3198
I CDI8

I
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27Nov96 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3211
Comments on Draft SAP, OUE, OUF, 0U California Regional Water CD 18
G, OUH Quality Control Board

05 Dec 96 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 3222
Comments on Draft FSP, OUE, OUF, 0U California Department of Toxic CD 19
G, OU-H Substances Control

09 Dec 96 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3225
Draft FSP, OUE, OUF, OUG, OUH EPA Region IX CD 19

06 Mar97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3290
Comments on Draft Final FSP, OUE, OUF, California Regional Water CD IS
OU-G, OU-H Quality Control Board .

10 Mar 97 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 3292
Coimnents on Draft Final FSP, OUE, OUF, California Department of Toxic CD 18
OUG, OU-H Substances Control

11 Mar 97 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3294
Draft Final FSP, OUE, OLJF, OUG, OUH EPA Region LX CD 18

Apr97 Final FSP, OU-E, OU-F, OU-Ci, OU-H Radian, Corp. 3313
CD 20

03 Apr 97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3319
Comments on RI. Draft Final Interim California Regional Water CD 18
Basewide Report, Revision I Quality Control Board

Jun97 RI, Final Interim Basewide Report, Part I, Radian, Corp. 3355
Vol (of LI, Revision I CD 19

Jun97 RI, Final Interim Basewide Report, Part 1, Radian, Corp. 3356
Vol 11 of IL, Appendices, Revision 1 CD 19

S
2
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30 Jul 97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonaki, Alexander M 3401
Comments on RI, Final Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 19
Report, Part 1, Revision I Quality Control Board

23 Feb98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 268
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interim EPA Rion D( CD 2
Basewide Report, Part 1

26 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 270
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interim EPA Region 1X CD 2
Basewide Report

03 Mar98 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 273
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interim EPA Region IX CD 2
Basewide Report, Part 1

27 Apr 98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 845
Comments on RI, Draft Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 4
Report, Characterization SUmmaiy, FSP, Quality Control Board
Parts 2e-2h, OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

29 Apr 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 846
RI, Draft Interim Basewide Report, EPA Region IX CD 4
Characterization Summazy, FSP, Parts 2e-2h,
OLJ-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

01 May 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 850
Comments on RI, Interim Basewide Report, EPA Region IX CD 4
Part I

II May 98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 858
Comments on RI, Draft Interim Basewide California Department of Toxic CD 4
Report, Characterization Summary, FSP, Substances Control
Parts 2e-2h, OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OIJ-H

22 Jun 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Heaty, Joseph B, Jr 874
RI, Draft Interim Basewide Report, EPA Region IX CD 3
Characterization Summary, Parts 2e-2h,
Appendix Cl, OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

3
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29 Jun 98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 888
Comments on Draft Final Background California Department of Toxic CD 3
Survey, RI Characterization Suinmaiy,FSP Substances Control

05 Aug98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 1806
Comments on RI, Draft Final Interim California Regional Water CD 7
Basewide Report, Characterization Swnmaiy, Quality Control Board
FSP, Parts 2e-2h

10Aug98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Final MacDonald, Alexander M 1819
FSP, OUE, OUF, 0U0, OUH California Regional Water CD 7

Quality Control Board

12 Aug 98 Technical Memorandum Report, Using On- SM-ALC/EMR 943
Site-Only Sampling to Adequately Determine CD 4
Radionuclide Background Concentrations

03 Sep 98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 2970
Comments on Draft Final RI, Site California Department of Toxic CD 17
Characterization Summaries and FSP Substances Control

11 Sep 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Chang, James 2961
Comments on Draft Final RI Characterization EPA Region IX CD 17
Summaries and FSP

Oct 98 Final Site Characterization, FSP, Vol I of IV, Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 899
OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H CD 3

Oct98 Final Site Characterization Summary, FSP, Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 900
Vol II of LV, Appendix A, OU-E, OU-F, OU- CD 3
G, OU-H

Oct 98 Final Site Characterization Summary, FSP, Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 901
Vol LII of IV, Appendix B, OU-E, OU-F, CD 3
OU-G, OU-H .

4
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Oct98 Final Site Characterization Summary, FSP, Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 902
Vol IV of N, Appendix C, OU-E, OU-F, CD 3
OU-G, OU-H

27 Oct 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RI, Final Healy, Joseph B, Jr 988
Interim Basewide Report, Characterization EPA Region IX CD 4
Summary, FSP, OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

02Nov98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 989
Comments on RI. Final Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 4
Report, Characterization Seminary, FSP, '' Quality Control Board
2e-2h, OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

.03 Dec 98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Ward, Daniel T 995
Comments on RI, Final Interim Basewide California Department of Toxic CD 4. Report, Characterization Summary, OUE, Substances Control
OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

Apr 99 RI, Final Audit Report, OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, URS Greiner Woodward Clyde, 947
OU-H Inc. CD 4

11 Jun 99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 952
Comments on RI, Draft Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 4
Report, Part 1 General Framework, Revision Quality Control Board
2

18 Oct 99 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Draft, Interim Hanusiak, Lisa 3694
Basewide RI Report, Part 2E, 2H and EPA Region IX D 21
Characterization Summaries

04 Nov99 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 3714
Conunents on Draft RI Characterization California Department of Toxic CD 21
Summaries, OUA, OUB, OUE, OUF, 0U Substances Control
G, OU-H

13 Apr00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D . 3811
Comments on Draft Supplemental EBS, California Regional Water CD 22
Group L QualityControl Board

5
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16 May 00 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3832
Draft Final RI Report, Characterization EPA Region IX CD 22
Summaries, OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

JUn00 RI, Final Basewide Report, Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 3844
Summaries 2, Parts 2E- 2H, Vol VIII of VIII, CD 23
Appendix D, OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

JUn 00 RI, Final Basewide Report, Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 3843
Summaries 2, Parts 2E- 211, Vol VII of Vifi, CD 22
Appendix Cl, C2-8, OU-E, OU-F, OU-G,
OU-H

Jun 00 RI, Final Basewide Report, Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 3842
Summaries 2, Parts 2E- 211, Vol VI of VIII, CD 22
Appendix Cl, OIJ-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

JUI1 00 RI, Final Basewide Report, Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 3841
Summaries 2, Parts 2E- 2H, Vol V of VIII, CD 22
Appendix B, OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

JWI 00 RI, Final Basewide Report, Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 3840
Summaries 2, Parts 2E- 2H, Vol Vi of VIII, CD 22
Appendix A, OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

Jun 00 RI, Final Basewide Report, Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 3839
Summaries 2, Parts 2E- 2H, Vol III of VIII, CD 22
Appendix A, OU-E, OU-F, OLJ-G, OU-H

JUn 00 RI, Final Basewide Report, Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 3838
Summaries 2, Parts 2E- 211, Vol II of VIII, CD 22
OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

Jun00 RI, Final Basewide Report, Characterization Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 3837
Summaries 2, Parts 2E- 211, Vol 1 of VIII, CD 23
OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

6
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28 Jun 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning No Taylor, James D 3858
Further Comments, Draft Final Supplemental California Regional Water CD 23
BBS, Group 4 Quality Control Board

Jul 00 Final Supplemental Environmental Baseline Radian, Corp. 3866
Survey (BBS), Group 4 CD 23

30 Aug00 Supplemental FOSL, Group 4 Facilities Lowas, Albert F, Jr 4328

AFBCAIDM McClellan CD 26

22 Jan01 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Renzi, Barbara 4119
Human Health Risk Assessment Procedures, California Department of Toxic CD 24
OUA, OUC, OUE, OthF, OUG, 0U4{ Substances Control

31 Jan 01 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 4118
Comments on Human Health Risk California Department of Toxic CD 24
Assessment, OUA, OUB, OUC, OUD, Substances Control
OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

25 Jun 01 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 4209
Final RI Audit Report, OU-E, OUF, OUG, EPA Region ix CD 24
OU-H

08 Nov02 Administrative Record File Index LABAT-ANDERSON 01
INCORPORATED CD 1

7
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Feb 89 RI, Stage 5, Work Plan, Area B Radian, Corp. 1350
CD6

31 Mar 89 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Position on Siebal, Vat F 1365
RI/ES Related Topics California Department of Health CD 6

Services

14 Jul 89 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning RI, MacDonald, Alexander M 1401
Groundwater, Area B California Regional Water CD 6

Quality Control Board

18 Jul 89 •CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Removal Landis, Anthony J 1403
Action, Area B California Department of Health CD 6

Services

19 Jul 89 Base Letter to Task Force Concerning Brunner, Paul G 1404
Expedited Response Action, Area B 2852 CES/EM CD 6

10 Aug 89 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Emergency Siebal, Vat F 1417
Response Action, OUB California Department of Health CD 20

Services

18 Aug 89 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Proposed Mitani, Lewis 1418
Emergency Response Action, OUB EPA Region IX CD 20

Sep 89 Fact Sheet, Response Action Starts, OU-B 2852 CES/EM 1422
CD 20

13 Sep 89 Base Letter to Task Force Members Lawell, J Thomas, Col 1427
Concerning Expedited Response Action 2852 CES/EM CD 20
Beginning, OU-B

16 Oct 89 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Review of Landis, Anthony J 1438
RI and EE/CA Waste Transportation and California Department of Health CD 7
Disposal Plan, OUB Services

I
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28 Mar90 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning ARARS Landis, Anthony J 1496
and CEQA Requirements for Non-Time California Department of Health CD 11
Critical Removal Action Project, OUB Services

30 Mar90 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 1497

Preliniinazy Design Review for Expedited California Regional Water CD 11
Removal Action, OU-B Quah Control Board

04 Apr 90 Radian Letter to Base Concerning Transmittal Gouge, Jack D 1409
of Deliverable Sequence 4 Radian Corp. CD 6

12 Apr90 Newspaper Article, "McClellan The News 1510
Environmental Task Force Meeting Set- CD 7
Public Comment Sought"

19 Apr 90 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 1512 S
Comments on PA Summary Report, OUB California Regional Water CD 7

Quality Control Board

01 Jun 90 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Comments Landis, Anthony J 1535
on Draft PA Summary Report, OUB California Department of Health CD 7

Services

12 Jun90 Base Memo Concerning Public Comments on Findley, Keith G, Col 1540
Expedited Action, OU-B SM-ALC/EM CD 7

15 Jun90 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting Comments Mitani, Lewis 1542

and Summary for Draft PA Summary Report, EPA Region LX CD 7
06Apr90

Jul 90 Soil Gas Investigation Work Plan, Sampling Radian, Corp. 3494
and Analysis, OU-B CD 21

27 Jul 90 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Review MacDonald, Alexander M 1562
Comments on Soil Gas Investigation Report, California Regional Water CD 10
OUB Quality Control Board •

2
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Aug 90 RJ!FS, Stage 4, Planning Network Report Radian, Corp. 1567
CD 10

14 Aug 90 Base Letter to Regulators Transmitting Lerardi, Mario 13, Capt 1570
Response to Comments on PA Summaiy SM-ALC/EM CD 10
Report, OU-B

19 Sep 90 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Response to Mitani, Lewis 1582
Comments on PA Summaty Report, OUB EPA Region IX CD Ii

28 Sep 90 Base Letter to EPA Concerning EEICA, OU- lerardi, Mario 13, Capt 1586
B SM-ALCIEM CD 11

18 Oct90 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Mercury Siebal, Val F 1594
Contamination California Department of Health CD 11

Services

23Oct90 Base Letter to MAIPG Concerning Soil Gas lerardi, Mario E, Capt 1597
Investigation, OU-B SM-ALC/EM CD 11

Nov 90 Fact Sheet, The Facts, OIJ-B Expedited SM-ALCIPA 1604
Response Action, No 4 CD 11

29 Nov 90 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning EE/CA MacDonald, Alexander M 1609
OUB California Regional Water CD 11

Quality Control Board

29 Nov90 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Mitani, Lewis 1610
EE/CA, OUB EPA Region IX CD II

30Nov90 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning EEICA, Landis, Anthony J 1612
OU-B California Department of Health CD 11

Services

3
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Dec 90 Fact Sheet, The Facts, OU-B, EEICA, No 6 SM-ALCIPA 1617
CD 11

Jan91 Stage 3, EE/CA Layperson's Summary, OU-B Radian, Corp. 1631
CD1I

29Jan91 Base Letter to EPA Concerning EE/CA- EA, Findley, Keith (3, Cot 1640
OU-B SM-ALC/EM CD 11

Feb 91 Soil Gas Investigation, QA/QC Report, Vol I Radian,Corp. 1642

of!!!, OU-B CD 10

Feb 91 Soil Gas Investigation, QA/QC Report, Vol II Radian, Corp. 1643
of III, OU-B CD 11 .

Feb 91 Soil Gas Investigation, QA/QC Report, Vol Radian, Corp. 1644
III of III, OU-B CD 11

Feb 91 Stage 3, EA, EE/CA, Final Report, Disposal Radian, Corp. 1654
and Reuse, OU-B CD 7

04 Feb 91 CDHS Letter to SMAQMI) Concerning Landis, Anthony J 1656
Groundwater Extraction Program, OUB California Department of Health CD 7

Services

22 Feb 9! Governor's Office Letter to CHSD Nunenkamp, David C 1660
Concerning Groundwater Removal Action, Governor's Office of Planning CD 7
OUB and Research

Mar91 ROD, RI/PS, NFA, Stage 7, Final, OU-B Radian, Corp. 1668
CD7

01 Mar91 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning EE/CA-EA, Landis, Anthony J 1669
OUB California Department of Health CD 7

Services .
4
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01 Mar91 Task Force Member Letter to Base Yarbrough, Charles H 1673

Concerning EEICA-EA Report City of Sacramento CD 7

02 Mar91 MESS Letter to Base Concerning Removal Fisher, Mary R 1675
Actions, OH-B McClellan Ecological Seepage CD 7

Situation

04 Mar 91 USAF Letter to US Congress Concerning Wise, Sidney J, Col 1676
Comments on EEICA, EA, OU-B tjs CD 7

05 Mar 91 California Legislature Letter to Base . Comielly, Lloyd G 1677
Concerning Removal Action, OH-B California Legislature CD 7

07 Mar 91 Radian Letter to HSDIYAQ Concerning Gouge, Jack D 1678
Submission of Deliverable Sequence 4 Radian Corp CD 7

11 Mar 91 MESS Letter to Base Concerning Position on McClellan Ecological Seepage 288
Extracted Water Disposal Action, OU-B Situation CD 4

12Mar91 Radian Letter to HSDIYAQ Concerning Gouge, Jack D 1681
EE/CAEA, OUB Radian Corp. CD 7

21 Mar91 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Soil MacDonald, Alexander M 1684

Gas Investigation Summary Report, OUB California Regional Water CD 7

Quality Control Board

Apr91 RI, HSP, OH-B Radian, Corp. 1687
• CD7

Apr91 Fact Sheet, Environmental Action Update, SM-ALCIPA 1692
"Cleanup Continues in OU-B CD 7

Apr 91 Stage 3, Final Action Memorandum, OU-B Radian, Corp. 1693

CD 7

5
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•Apr 91 Stage 3, FONSI, EE/CA, EA and Removal Radian, Corp. 1697
Action Final Report; Disposal and Reuse, CD 7
OU-B

03 Apr91 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning RI MacDonald, Alexander M 1694
Sampling Plan, OUB California Regional Water CD 7

Quality Control Board

24Apr91 Radian Letter to HSD/YAQ Transmitting Gouge, Jack D 1698
EE/CA-EA ActiOn Memorandum, OU-B Radian Corp. CD 7

30 Apr91 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Action MacDonald, Alexander M 1700
Memorandum and FONSI OUB California Regional Water CD 7

Quality Control Board

02 May 91 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review of Mitani, Lewis 1705 S
DiiftSAP, OUB EPA Region IX CD 20

07 May 91 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Extension Landis, Anthony J 1709
• for Review of RI SAP, OUB California Department of Health CD 20

Services

22 May 91 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Final Landis, Anthony J 1711
Action Memorandum, OUB California Department of Health CD 20

Services

Jun91 Fact Sheet, The Facts, RI, OU-B, No 9 SM-ALCIPA 1721
CD 20

06 Jun91 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Mitani, Lewis 1722

RI, SAP, OUB EPA Region IX CD 20

07 Jun 91 CDHS Letter to Base Concerning Comments Landis, Anthony J 1723
on SAP, OU-B California Department of Health CD 20

Services .
6
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24 Jun91 Base Letter to EPA Concerning Signed Pages Findley, Keith G, Col 1725
• for Action Memorandum and FONSI SM-ALC/EM CD 20

29 Jul 91 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Wang, David 1746
Comments on RI, Draft HSP, OUB California Department of Toxic CD 11

Substances Control

04 Sep 91 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning QAPP, MacDonald, Alexander M 1775
OUB California Regional Water CD 20

Quality Control Board

17 Sep 91 Base Letter to EPA Concerning RI, SAP, lerardi, Mario E, Capt 1785
OU-B SM-ALCIEM CD 20

18 Sep 91 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning RI, MacDonald, Alexander M 1786
Draft Final SAP, OUB California Regional Water CD 20

Quality Control Board

27 Sep 91 Base Letter to EPA Concerning RI, Final Anderson, Elaine S 1790
SAP, OU-B SM-ALC/EM CD 7

30 Sep 91 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Extension for Mitani, Lewis 1792
RI, SAP, OUB EPA Region IX CD 7

Oct91 PA, Stage 3, Summary Report, Vol I of III, Radian, Corp. 1793
OU-B CD7

Oct91 PA, Stage 3, Summary Report, Vol II of III, Radian, Corp. 1794
OU-B CD 7

Oct91 PA, Stage 3, Summary Report, Vol III of Ill, Radian, Corp. 1795
OU-B CD 7

Oct91 RI, HSP, OU-B Radian, Corp. 2974
CD 17

7
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01 Oct 91 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonaki, Alexander M 2972
Response to Comments, Drnft SAP, OUB california Regional Water CD 17

Quality Control Board

29 Oct91 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning RI SAP, Wang, David 2.86
OUB California Department of Toxic CD 17

Substances Control

31Oct91 EPA Letter.to Base Concerning Summary of Mitani, Lewis 2987
QAPP Revisions, OU-B. EPA Region IX CD 17

Nov91 RI, Stage 7, Final SAP, OU-B Radian, Corp. 2989
CD2O

18 Nov 91 Base Letter to EPA Concerning RI,. Final Anderson, Elaine S 2997
SAP, OU-B SM-ALCIEMR CD 17

24 Dec 91 Base Letter to EPA Concerning Soil Gas lerardi, Mario E, Capt 1715
Investigation, OU-B SM-ALC/EM CD 20

Jan 92 Technical Memorandum, Soil Remedial Radian, Corp. 2182
Technologies Screening CD 9

09Jan92 RI, Monthly Status Meeting, 12Dec91, OU- SM-ALCIEM 3282
B CDI8

28 Jan92 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 1708
Extractable Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons California Regional Water CD 20
and PCB Second Column Analyses, Request Quality Control Board
for TechnicaL Variance

28Oct92 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Review MacDonald, Alexander M 2032
of FSP, OUB California RegionalWater CD 8

Quality Control Board

8
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04 Dec 92 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Review MacDonald, Alexander M 2050
of SAP Addendum FSP, OUB California Regional Water CD 8

Quality Control Board

01 Feb 93 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review of Moore, Katherine 2073
Consensus Statement on Background EPA Region IX CD 8
Constituents in Subsurface Soils

17 Feb 93 Consensus Statement, Background Inorganc Radian Corp. 2084
Constituents in Subsurface Soils CD 8

Jun 94 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Part 2B, Radian Corp. 2340
• Appendix A CD 20

Jun94 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Part 2B, Radian Corp. 2343
Appendix C CD 13

Jun 94 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Part 2B, Radian Corp. 2339
RI Characterization Studies CD 12

Jun 94 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Part 1, Radian Corp. 2338
General Framework CD 12

Jun 94 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Part 2B, Radian Corp. 2341
Appendix A (Continued) CD 12

Jun 94 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Part 2B, Radian Corp. 2344

AppendixD CD 13

Jun94 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Part 2B, Radian Corp. 2342
Appendix B (Continued) CD 13

07 Jul 94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2372
Comments on Interim RI Basewide Draft California Regional Water CD 13
Report Part I General Framework Quality Control Board

9
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Aug 94 Basewide EcologicalRisk Assessment Final Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2398

Scoping Report, OU-B, OU-D CD 8

04 Aug 94 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 2409

Comments on RI Interim BasewideDraft California Department of Toxic CD 8
Report, General'Framework Substances Control

04 Aug94 EPA Letter to BaseConcerningReview Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2410
Comments on RI Interim Basewide EPA Region DC CD 8
Report

• 16 Aug94 CDTSC Letterto Base Concerning Harris, John 2420
Comments onBasewide Ecological RiSk

California Department of Toxic CD 8
Assessment DraftFinal Seeping Report, OU- Substances Control

.B,OU-D

S
25 Aug94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2424

Comments on Basewide Ecological Risk CaliforniaRegional Water CD 8
Assessment Draft SAP,OUB,OIJ-D Quality Control Board

Oct94 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Final Report, Part Radian Corp. 2449
1, General Framework CD 15

Nov 94 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Part 1, Radian Corp. • 2480
General Framework CD 13

1494 EPA Letter to BaseConcerningReview Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2482
Comments on RI Interim Basewide Draft EPA Region IX CD 13
Final Report

27 Jan 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Interim MacDonald, Alexan4er M 2537
RIBasewide Draft Report for Part I General California Regional Water CD 14
Frameworlc Appendices A-E Quality Control Board

01 Mar95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Draft MacDonald, Alexander M 2563
Basewide Interim RI Characterization California Regional Water CD 14
Summaries Part 2B, OU-B Quality Control Board

10
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14 Mar95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2581
Comments on Draft Appendices for Basewide EPA Region IX CD 14
Interim RI Part 1

14 Mar 95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2582
Comments onBasewide Draft Iuimi RI EPA Region IX CD 14
Characterization Summary Part 2B, OU-B

20 Mar95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2585
Comments on Basewide Intcrim RI Draft California Regional Water CD 14
Report, Part 1, Appendix F Quality Control Board

23 Mar95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2586
Interim RI Basewide Draft Report; Part 1, EPA Region IX CD 14
Appendix E

30 Mar 95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Radiation Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2595
Issues, Investigations and Cleanup EPA Region IX CD 14

03 Apr 95 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 2611
Comments on RiCharacterization Summaries California Department of Toxic CD 14
Basewide Draft Report, OUB Substances Control

Jul 95 Update Pages, RI, Interim Basewide Draft Radian Corp. 2675
Final Report, Characterization Summaries, CD 15
Part 2B, Appendix C, OU-B

Jul95 Update Pages, RI, Interim Basewide Draft Radian Corp. 2676
Final Report, Part 1 General Framework, CD 15
Appendices A Through C, E, F

Jul 95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Final Report, Radian Corp. 2678
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B CD 15
Continued, OU-B

02 Aug 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2707
Comments on RI Characterization Summary California Regional Water CD 15
Part 2B, OU-B Quality Control Board

11
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03Aug95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2712
Draft Final Appendices to Basewide LIltCTilfl EPA Region IX CD 15
RI

0. Aug95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2713
Draft Final RI Characterization SUmmaries, EPA Region IX CD 15

• OU-B

17 Aug 95 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 2724
Comments on Draft Final RI Characterization California Department of Toxic CD 15
Summaiy, OUB Substances Control

28 Sep 95 Base Memo Concerning Release Dates of RI Schmalz, Kirk L 2761
Characterization Summaries, IC-3 1, OU-B SM-ALC/EMR CD 15

7Nov95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2810
Basewide Interim RI Report Updating EPA Region IX CD 16
Process

Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2826
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B,VoI I CD 16
of IX,OU-B

Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2827
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol II CD 16
of IX, OU-B

Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2828
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol III CD 16
of IX, Appendix A, 0U-B

Dec 95 RI, interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2829
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol IV CD 16

of IX, Appendix A, OU-B

Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2830
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol V CD 16

of IX, Appendix B, OU-B

12
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Dcc 95 Ri, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2831
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol VI CD 16
of IX, Appendix B, OU-B

Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2832
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol CD 16
VII of DC, Appeüdix B, OU-B

Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2833
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol CD 20
VIII of IX, Appendix C, OU-B

Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Radian Corp. 2834
Characterization Summaries, Part 2B, Vol IX CD 20
of IX, Appendix D, 011-B

01 Dec 95 Base Menio Concerning Final RI Schmalz, Kirk L 2825
Characterization Summary Submittal, OU-B SM-ALCIEMR CD 16

15 Dec 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, General Radian Corp. 2855
Framework, Appendices A Through C, E, F, CD 17
OU-B

19 Dec 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2859
Comments on Final Basewide Ecological California Regional Water CD 17
Risk Assessment Summary Scoping Report Quality Control Board

14 Feb 96 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning CDTSC Malinowski, Mark 3032
Comments on Final Basewide EA Summary California Department of Toxic CD 17
Scoping Report, OIJA, OUB, OUC, OUD Substances Control

Nov 96 RI, Draft Interim Basewide Report, Revision Radian, Corp. 3198
I CDI8

07 Feb 97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3262
Comments on RI, Draft Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 19
Report, General Framework, Revision I Qmiity Control Board

13
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10 Feb 97 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3264
RI, Draft Interim Basewide Update EPA Region IX CD 19

20 Feb 97 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 3276
Comments on RI, Draft Interim Basewide California Depaitnent of Toxic CD 18
Report, Part 1: General Framework, Sui,tan Control
Appendix I

03 Apr97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3319
Comments on RI. Draft Final Interim California Regional Water CD 18
Basewide Report, Revision I Quality Control Board

14 Apr 97 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 3327
Comments on RI. Draft Final Internn California Department of Toxic CD 18
Basewide Report, Part I Substances Control •

23 Apr97 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3334
RI, Draft Final Interim Update EPA Region IX CD 18

30 Apr97 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Chang, James 3337
Removal Action Work Plan, Basewide SVE EPA Region IX CD 18

07 May97 Base Letter to Regulators Concerning Anderson, Elaine S 3339
Appropriate Modeling to Determine Potential SM-ALC/EMR CD 18
Water Quality Impacts From Metals -

Contaminated Soil

14 May97 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Letter on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3342
Appropriate Modeling to Determine Potential EPA Region IX CD 18
Water Quality Impacts From Metals
Contaminated Soil

27 May97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald Alexander M 3348
Comments on Appropriate Modeling to California Regional Water CD 18
Determine Potential Water Quality Impacts Quality Control Board
From Metals Contaminated Soils

S
14
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28 May97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3349
Comments on Appropriate Modeling to California Regional Water CD 18
Determine Potential Water QualitY Imiacts Quality Control Board
From Metals Contaminated Soils

Jun97 Final Ecological Risk Assessment Strategy Radiah, Corp. 3354
Report CDI9

Jun 97 R1, Final Interim Basewide Report, Part 1, Radian, Corp. 3355
VolIofII,Revisionl CDI9

Jun97 RI, Final Interim Basewide Report, Part I, Radian, Corp. 3356
Vol H of II, Appendices, Revision I CD 19

30 Jul97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3401
Comments on RI, Final Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 19
Report, Part I, Revision I Quality Control Board

14 Nov 97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Final MacDonald, Alexander M 3484
Summaiy Report California Regional Water CD 20

Quality Control Board

Jan98 Fact Sheet, Environmental Action Update, 98 SM-ALCIPAE 642
Proposed Removal Actions for Low Level CD 2
Radiation Sites

28 Jan 98 Radian Letter to Base Concerning Final Hartung, Kerr L M 1868
Environmental Action Update, 98 Proposed Radian, Corp. CD 7
Removal Actions for Low Level Radiation.
Sites

03 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting Comments Chang, James 2794
on Draft Basewide Removal Action Work EPA Region IX CD 16
Plan, SVE

23 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 268
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interim EPA Region IX CD 2
Basewide Report, Part 1

15
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26 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 270
Review Comments on RI1 Dft IIlt&ilU EPA Region DC CD 2
Basewide Report

03 Mar 98 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting BAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 273
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interim EPA Region IX CD 2
Basewide Report, Part 1

Apr98 Final Basewide Removal Action Work Plan, URS Greiner, Inc. 823
SVE CD4

08 Apr 98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonaki, Alexander M 832
Basewide Removal Action Work Plan, SVE California Regional Water CD 4

Quality Control Board

01 May 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Ilealy, Joseph B, Jr 850
Comments on RI, Interim Basewide Report, EPA Region IX CD 4
Part 1

10 Jun 98 Base Memo Concerning Radioisotope Woodson, Robert J 880
Committee Permits for Radiological Sites SM-ALC1EMIR CD 3

10 Aug 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2954
Comments on Draft Final Data Gap 2 FSP EPA Region IX CD 17

14 Aug 98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 2956
Comments on Draft Final Data Gap 2 FSP California Department of Toxic CD 17

Substances Control

20 Aug 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 1815
Draft Annotated Outline, RI General EPA Region IX CD 7
Framework Update

31 Aug 98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2966
Comments on Final Data Gap 1 FSP and California Regional Water CD 17
Summaly Reports Quality Control Board

16
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Sep 98 Final Data Gap FSP 2 Radian, Corp. 898
CD12

02 Sep 98 CDTSC Letter to Base 'Concerning Adams, Randy S 2968
Comments on Draft Passive SVE and Data California Department of Toxic CD 17
Gap 1 FSP Revised Sites Substances Control

23 Mar99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald Alexander M 1984
Comments on Draft Data Gap FSP 4 California Regional Water CD 8

Quality Control Board

12 Apr99 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review• Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2886
Comments on Draft Data Gap 4 FSP EPA Region IX CD 17

13 Apr 99 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 1994
Comments on Draft Basewide Data Gap FSP California Department of Toxic CD 8
'I Substances Control

09 Jun99 CDTSC Letter to Base. Concerning Adams, Randy S 951
Comments on RI. Draft Interim Basewide California Department of Toxic CD 4
Report, General Framework, Revision 2 Substances Control

10 Jun99 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Hanusiak, Lisa 2907
Comments on Interim RI Basewide Draft EPA Region IX CD 17
Report Part I General Framework Update

11 Jun 99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 952
Comments on RI, Draft Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 4
Report, Part I General Framework, Revision Quality Control Board
2

15 Jun 99 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Hanusiak, Lisa 2899
Comments on Draft Interim Basewide RI EPA Region IX CD 17
Report, Part I General Framework Update -

17
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22 Jun 99 Base Memo Concerning Response to Moolç, Philip H Jr 2885
Comments and Update Pages for DraftData SM-ALC/EMR CD 17
Gap FSP

• 01Jul99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3631
Comments on Draft Data Gap california Regional Water CD21

Quality Control Board

06 Jul 99 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Responseto Hanusiak, Lisa 3637

Comments on Draft Data Gap, FSP 4 EPA Region DC CD 21

16 Aug99 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 1997
Comments on Draft Final Basewide Data Gap California Department of Toxic CD 8
FSP Substances Control

20 Aug 99 EPA Letterto Base Concerning Draft Final Hanusiak, Lisa 3655
Data Gap, FSP 4 EPA Region DC CD 22

Sep 99 Final Data Gap FSP 4 Radian, Corp. 2920
CDI7

Sep 99 Final QAPP Addendum, Basewide Data Gap Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2921

4 Investigation CD 17

May00 Final Work Implementation Plan, OU-B Radian, Corp. 3823
CD 22

02 Feb 01 CRWQCB Letterto Base Concerning Taylor, James D 4122

Comments on Draft Data Gaps, '1 California Regional Water CD 24
Characterization Summaries, Addendum QualityControl Board
Report, OU-B

10 Apr01 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 4174

Draft, Interim RI Report, Characterization EPA Region IX CD 24
Summaries and Addenda, OU-B

18
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04Jun01 CDTSC Menio Concerning Comments on Depies, Kevin 4226
Draft Data Gap, RI Characterization California Department of Toxic CD 25
Summaries Report Addendum, OUB Substances Control

02Jul01 Initial Parcel FS Meeting Minutes, 11 Jun01 CH2M Hill 4219
CD25

26 Jul01 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 4225
Comments on Draft Data Gaps RI California Department of Toxic CD 25
Characterization Addendum, OUB Substances Control

07 Jan02 CDTSC Letter to Distribution Concerning Depies, Kevin 4370
Request for ARAR Requirements for Initial California Department of Toxic CD 26
Parcel FS Substances Control.

19 Mar 02 CRWQCB Letter to CDTSç Transmitting Taylor, James D 4407
ARARs for Soil Remediation, initial Parcel California Regional Water CD 26
FS Quality Control Board

22 Mar 02 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Potential Depies, Kevin 4414
ARARs, Initial Parcel FS California Department of Toxic CD 26

Substances Control

20 May 02 Final Initial Parcel Data Gaps FSP and HSP CH2M Hill 4450
CD26

20 May 02 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Depies, Kevin 4464
Comments on Draft Initial Parcel Data Gaps California Department of Toxic CD 26
FSP Substances Control

30 May 02 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Depies, Kevin 4471
Concurrence on Final Initial Parcel, Data California Department of Toxic CD 26
Gaps FSP and LISP Substances Control

08 Nov02 Administrative Record File Index LABAT-ANDERSON 01
INCORPORATED CD 1

19
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Aug 90 RJ/FS, Stage 4, Planning Network Report Radian, Corp. 1567
CD 10

Mar91 ROD, RJ/FS, Stage 7, Final, UST Program Radian, Corp. 1667
CD7

14 Feb 92 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Mendoza, Ramon C - 1879
Draft SAP, Soil Bioremediation Treatability EPA Region IX CD 7
Study, Draft QAPP, Addendum

23 Sep 92 Technical Memorandum Report, Bench-Scale CH2M Hill 3496
Slurry Biotreatment Studies, Treatability CD 21
Study, Task 7

19Oct92 Technical Memorandum Report, Results of CH2M Hill 3497
Biofllter Laboratory Studies, Treatability CD 21
Study, Task 8

19 Nov 92 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning UST MacDonald, Alexander M 2042
Program and Addition of Sites California Regional Water CD 8

Quality Control Board

Oct 93 Final Bioremediation Treatability Study CH2M Hill 2204
Report, Vol II of 11 CD 9

Oct 93 Final Bioremediation Treatability Study CH2M Hill 2203
Report, Vol I of II CD 9

Jul 94 Working Draft Technical Memorandum, UST Radian Corp. 2367
Closure Certification CD 13

10 Aug94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2415
Comments on Basewide Ecological Risk California Regional Water CD 8
Assessment Draft Scoping Report, OUA Quality Control Board

1
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16 Sep 94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Draft MacDonald, Alexander M 2443
Final Scoping Report for Basewide California Regional Water CD 15
Ecological Risk Assessment; OUA Quality Control Board

23Sep94 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Harris, John 2446
Commentson Scoping Report for Basewide California Department of Toxic 15
Ecological Risk Assessment; OUA Substances'Control

Oct94 Basewide Ecological Risk Assessment Final Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2472
Scoping Report, OU-A CD 21

13 Oct94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Draft MacDonald, Alexander M 2463
UST Closure Certification Report California Regional Water CD 13

Quality Control Board

01 Nov94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald,, Alexander M 2479
Comments on Draft Site Characterization California Regional Water CD 13
Summaries, OUA Quality Control Board

02 Dec 94 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Harrs, John 2504
Comments on Final Ecological RiSk California Department of Toxic CD 14
Assessment Scoping Report, OUA Substances Control

•May 95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Sfte Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2634
Characterization Sununary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 14
Vol 1 of VI, OU-A

May 95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2635
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 14
Vol Il of VI, OU-A

May95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2636
Characterization Suinmaiy and FSP, Part 2A, CD 15
Vol III of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

2
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May95 RI, Interün Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2637
Characterization Summaiy andFSP, Part 2A, CD 15
Vol IV of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

May 95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2638
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 15
Vol V of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

May95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2639
Characterization Summaiy and FSP, Part 2A, CD 15
Vol VI of VI, Appendices B-D, OU-A

30 Jun95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments On Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2674
Interim RI Basewide Draft Report Part 2A, EPA Region IX CD 15

- OU-A

03 Jul 95 CRWQCB L tter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2680
Comments on RI Draft FSP, OUA California Regional Water CD 15

Quality Control Board

05 J111 95 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 2682
Comments on Draft Site Characterization California Department of Toxic CD 15
Summaries and FSP, OUA Substances Control

27 Sep 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2758
Comments on .Draft Final RI FSP, OUA California Regional Water CD 15

Quality Control Board

27 Sep 95 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 2759
Comments on Draft Final Site California Department of Toxic CD 15
Characterization Summaries and FSP, OUA Substances Control

12 Oct95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2775
Draft Final Site Characterization SuIIUIUUy EPA Region LX CD 16
and FSP, OU-A
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Nov 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report; Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2795
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol I of VI, OU-A

Nov 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2796
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol II of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

Nov 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2797
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part. 2A, . CD 16
Vol ifi of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

Nov 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2798
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol IV of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

Nov 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2799
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol V of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

Nov95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2800
Characterization Sununaiy and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol VI of VI, Appendices B-D, OU-A

16Nov95 Base Memo Concerning Final Site Schmalz, Kirk L 2815
Characterization Summary and FSP SM-ALCIEMR CD 16
Submittal, OU-A

19 Dec 95 .
CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2859
Comments on Final Basewide Ecological California Regional Water CD 17
Risk Assessment Summary Scoping Report Quality Control Board

14 Feb 96 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning CDTSC Malinowski, Mark 3032
Comments on Final Basewide EA iininar California Department of Toxic CD 17
Scoping Report, OIJA, OUB, OUC, OUD .Substances Control

4
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03 Oct96 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Phase MacDonaki, Alexander M 3182
II R1/FS, FSP Report, OUA California Regional Water CD 18

Quality Control Board

Nov96 RI, Draft Interim Basewide Report, Revision Radian, Corp. 3198
I CD18

03 Apr97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3319
Comments on RI, Draft Final Interim CaliforniaRegional Water CD 18
Basewide Report, Revision I Quality Control Board

30 Apr97 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Chang,James 3337
Removal Action Work Plan, Basewide SVE EPA Region IX CD 18

Jun97 Final Ecological Risk Assessment Strategy Radian, Corp. 3354
Report CD 19

Jun 97 RI, Final Interim Basewide Report, Part 1, Radian, Corp. 3355
Vol I of II, Revision 1 CD 19

Jun97 RI, Final Interim Basewide Report, Part 1, Radian, Corp. 3356
Vol II of II, Appendices, Revision I CD 19

14 Jul 97 Base Memo Concerning Risk Assessment,. Anderson, Elaine S 3387
OU-A, OU-C SM-ALCIEMR CD 19

30 Jul 97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3401
Comments on RI, Final Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 19
Report, Part 1, Revision I Quality Control Board

Oct 97 Fact Sheet, Environmental Action Update, SM-ALCIPA 3472
UST Program Finishes Phase I CD 19

03 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting Comments Chang, James 2794
on Draft Basewide Removal Action Work EPA Region IX CD 16
Plan, SVE

5
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'23 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 268
Review Comments on RI, Draft Intenm EPA Region DC CD 2
Basewide Report; Part 1

26 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Concern ng B.AR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 270
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interun EPA Region IX CD 2
Basewide Report

03 Mar98 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 273
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interim EPA Region DC CD 2
Basewide Report; Part I

Apr 98 Final Basewide Removal Action Work Plan, URS Greiner, Inc. 823
SVE CD4

08 Apr98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 832
Basewide Removal Action Work Plan, SVE California Regional Water CD 4

Quality Control Board,

01 May98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 850
Comments on RI, Interim Basewide Report; EPA Region IX CD 4
Part I

16 Jun98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 872
Draft Basewide Data Gap FSP, Vol 2 EPA Region IX CD 3

27 Aug98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2967
Comments on Draft Final RI CharactenZation California Regional Water CD 17
Summaries, Part 2A Quality Control Board

18 Sep98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning ' Adams, Randy S 2960
Comments on Draft Final RI Characterization California Department of Toxic CD 17
Summaries, Part 2A Substances Control

26 Oct98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 971
Draft Data (lap FSP '

EPA Region IX CD 4 .
6
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27 Oct98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 969.
Comments on Draft Basewide Data (laps FSP California Department of Toxic CD 4

Substances Control

20 Nov98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning RI, MacDonald, Alexander M 976
Draft Final Interim Basewide Report, California Regional Water CD 4
Characterization.Summary, Part 2a Quality Control Board

26 Jan99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 1961
Approval of Draft Final Basewide Data Gaps California Regional Water CD 8
3, FSP Quality Control Board

Mar 99 Update Pages, Final Basewide Data Gap, FSP Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 929
3 CD3

Mar 99 Final Basewide Data Gap FSP 3, OU-A Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 3609
CD2I

17 May 99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 1999
Comments on Draft EEICA,SVE, 1C25 California Regional Water CD 8

Quality Control Board

09 Jun 99 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Review of Adams, Randy S 2905
Draft EE/CA for SVE at IC-25 and IC-43, California Department of Toxic CD 17
OUA Substances Control

11 Jun 99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 952
Comments on RI, Draft Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 4
Report, Part I General Framework, Revision Quality Control Board
2

01 Jul 99 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Hanusiak, Lisa 3630
Draft EEICA, SVE, Revision 0, 1C25 EPA Region ix CD 21

7
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14 Sep 99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3664
Comments on FmaI Draft EE/CA, SVE, 1C California Regional Water CD 21
25 Quality Control Board

16 Sep 99 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review of Hanusiak, Lisa 3670
Comments on Final Draft EEICA, SVE, 1C EPA Region IX CD 21
25

21 Sep 99 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning No Adams, Randy S 3672
Further Comments on Filial Dnft BE/CA, California Department of Toxic CD 21
SVE S)'StOfli Substances Control

29 Sep 99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonaki, Alexander M 3677
Comments on Draft EE/CA for SVE, 1C25 California Regional Water CD 21

Quality Control Board

Oct99 Final EE/CA, SVE Report, IC-25 URS Greiner Woodward Clyde, 3681
Inc. CD2I

21 Oct99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning No MacDonald, Alexander M 3702
Further Comments on Final EE/CA, SVE California Regional Water CD 21
Report, 1C25 Quality Control Board

13 Mar00 Final Action Memorandum, SVE, IC-25 SM-ALC/EMR 3787
CD.22

30 May 00 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Kilgore, William 3834
Comments on Draft Removal Action Work California Department of Toxic CD 22
Plan, Design and Risk Assessment, IC-25, 1C Substances Control
27

25 Aug 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning No MacDonald, Alexander M 3892
Further Action, UST, Bldg 1058 California Regional Water CD 22

Quality Control Board

.
8



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 185 of 375

McCleHan AFB, CA -ARDOCUMENTS
Date of Report: 9/19/03

AUThOR orDO
DATE SUBJECT OR TITLE CORP. AUTHOR NUMBER

28 Aug 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 3895
Comments on Draft Final Removal Action California Regional Water CD 22
Work Plan, 90% Design Document, 1C25 Quality Control Board

28 Aug 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning No MacDonald, Alexander M 3893
Further Action, UST, Bkl 1032 california Regional Water CD 22

Quality Control Board

06 Sep 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor,James D 3900
Comments on Draft Supplemental EBS, California Regional Water CD 22
Group 6 Quality Control Board

11 Sep 00 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Draft Kilgore, William 3906
Final Removal Action Work Plan, 1C25 California Department of Toxic CD 22

Substances Control

19 Sep 00 CRWQCB Memo Concerning Beneficial Use, Marshack, Jon B 4248
Protective Water Quality Limits, Petroleum- California Regional Water CD 24
Based Fuels Quality Control Board

20 Nov00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 3961
Comments on Draft Final Supplemental EBS, California Regional Water CD 23
Group 6 Quality Control Board

Dec 00 Final Supplemental Environmental Baseline URS Greiner Woodward Clyde, 3964
Survey (EBS), Vol II of 11, Appendices A-F, Inc. CD 23
Group 6

Dec 00 Final Supplemental Environmental Baseline URS Greiner Woodward Clyde, 3963
Survey (EBS), Vol I of 11, Group 6 Inc. CD 23

Jan 01 Supplemental FOSL, Group 6 Facilities Lowas, Albert F, Jr 4334

AFBCA/DM McClellan CD 26

9
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22Jan01 CDTSCMemoConcerningCommentson Renzi,Barbara 4119
Human Health Risk Assessment California Department of Toxic CD 24
OUA, 0UC, OUE, OUF, OUG, OUH Substances Control

31 Jan 01 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Maik 4118
• Comments on Human Health Risk California Department of Toxic CD 24
Assessment, OUA, OUB, OUC, 0U4), Substances Control
OU-E, 0(1-F, OU-G, OU-H

23 Apr01 Base Letter to Distribution Concerning Mook, Philip H, Jr 4177
Comments on Startup Memorandum, SVE, AFBCA/DM Mcaeuan CD 24
IC-25

28 JLm 01 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Approval Malinowski, Mark 4212
of RA Memorandum afld Fiflal SVE, EE/CA, California Department of Toxic CD 24
PRL S033, IC25 1C41, 1C42, 1C43 Substances Control

27 Dec01 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 4362
SVE Removal Action, Quarterly Vadose EPA Region IX CD 26
Zone Monitoring Report and Closure, Jut-
Sep01

03 Jan 02 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Malinowski, Mark 4372
Quarterly Vadose Zone Monitoring Report California Department of Toxic CD 26
and Closure, Jul -Sep 01 Substances Control

11 Jan 02 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Depies, Kevin 4373
Comments on Vadose Zone Monitoring California Department of Toxic CD 26
Report, Jul - Sep01 Subsces Control

22 Jan 02 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D - 4374
Comments on Vadose Zone Monitoring California Regional Water CD 26
Report and Closure, Jut- Sep 01 Quality Control Board

Feb 02 Removal Action, Vadose Zone Quarterly URSCI—OHM 4379
Monitoring Report, SVE

• CD 26

• .
10
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01 Apr02 EPA Letter to Base Concern ng Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 4419
Removal Action Report SVE, Vadose Zone EPA Region IX CD 26
Monitoring Report and Closure, Fourth
QuarterOl

03 Apr02 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Malinowski, Mark 4435
Vadose Zone Monitoring Report and Closure, California Department of Toxic CD 26
Fourth Quarter 01 Substances Control

19 Apr 02 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Depies, Kevin 4434
Comments on Vadose Zone Report and California Department of Toxic CD 26
Closure, Fourth Quarter 01 Substances Control

May 02 Removal Action, SVE Quarterly Monitoring URS, Corp. 4447. Report and Closure Considerations, First CD 26
Quarter 02

08 Nov 02 Administrative Record File Index LABAT-ANDERSON 01
iNCORPORATED CD I

11



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 188 of 375

AdministrativeRecord for SA 041



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 189 of 375

McClellan AFB, CA - ARDOCUMENTS
Date of Report: 9/19/03

AUTHORorDO
DATE SUBJECT OR TITLE CORP. AUTHOR NEJMBER

Aug 90 RI/FS, Stage 4, Planning Network Report Radian, Corp. 1567
CD 10

10 Aug94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2415
Comments on Basewide Ecological Risk California Regional Water •CD 8
Assessment Draft Scoping Report, OUA Quality Control Board

16 Sep 94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Draft MacDonaki, Alexander M 2443
Final Scoping Report for Basewide California Regional Water CD 15
Ecological Risk Assessment, OUA Quality Control Board

23 Sep 94 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Harris, John 2446
Comments on Scoping Report for Basewide California Department of Toxic CD 15
Ecological Risk Assessment, OUA Substances Control

Oct 94 Basewide Ecological Risk Assessment Final Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2472
Scoping Report, OU-A CD 21

01 Nov 94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2479
Comments on Draft Site Characterization California Regional Water CD 13
Summaries, OUA Quality Control Board

02 Dec 94 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Harris, John 2504
Comments on Final Ecological Risk California Department of Toxic CD 14
Assessment Scoping Report, OUA Substances Control

May 95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2634
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A,. CD 14
Vol I of VI, OU-A

May 95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2635
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 14
Vol II of VI, OIJ-A

May 95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2636
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 15
Vol III of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

I
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May95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2637
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 15
Vol IV of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

May95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2638
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 15
Vol V of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

May95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2639
CharacterizationSummaiyandFSP,Part2A, CDI5
Vol VI of VI, Appendices B-D, OU-A

30 Jun95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2674
Interim RI Basewide Draft Report Part 2A, EPA Region IX CD 15
OU-A .03 Jul 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2680
Comments on RI Draft FSP, OUA California Regional Water CD 15

Quality Control Board

05 Jul 95 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 2682
Comments on Draft Site Characterization California Department of Toxic CD 15
Summaries and FSP, OUA Substances Control

27 Sep 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2758
Comments on Draft Final RI FSP, OUA California Regional Water CD 15

Quality Control Board

27 Sep 95 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 2759
Comments on Draft Final Site California Department of Toxic CD 15
Characterization Summaries and FSP, OUA Substances Control

12Oct95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments On Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2775
Draft Final Site Characterization Summary EPA Region IX CD 16
and FSP, OUA

S
2
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Nov95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2795
CharacterizationSummary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol 1 of VI, OU-A

Nov95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2796
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol II of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

Nov95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2797
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol ifi of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

Nov 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2798
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol IV of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

Nov 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2799
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol V of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

Nov 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2800
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol VI of VI, Appendices B-D, OU-A

16 Nov95 Base Memo Concerning Final Site Schmalz, Kirk L 2815
Characterization Summary and FSP SM-ALCIEMR CD 16
Submittal, OU-A

13 Dec 95 Multiple Decision Documents CH2M Hill 2843
CD 17

19 Dec 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2859
Comments on Final Basewide Ecological California Regional Water CD 17
Risk Assessment Summary Scoping Report Quality Control Board

29 Dec 95 RI, Characterization Sununary Report, OU-A, Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 3027
SS2O2 CD 17

3
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13 Feb 96 Base Letter to EPA Concerning Response to Schmalz, Kirk L 3029
Comments on NFl Consensus Statement SM-ALC/EMR CD 17

14 Feb 96 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning CDTSC Malinowski, Mark 3032
Comments on Final Basewide EA SUIIInWY California Department of Toxic CD 17
Scoping Report;, OU-A, OU-B, OH-C, OU-D sul,stanc Control

03 Oct96 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Phase MacDonald, Alexander M 3182
II RI/FS, FSP Report; OH-A California Regional Water CD 18

Quality Control Board

Nov96 RI, Draft Interim Basewide Report; Revision Radian, Corp. 3198
.CDI8

03 Apr 97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3319
Comments on RI, Draft Final IflteTUIl California Regional Water CD 18
Basewide Report; Revision I Quality Control hoard

30 Apr 97 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Chang, James 3337
• Removal Action Work Plan, Basewide SVE EPA Regiàn LX CD 18

07 May 97 Base Letter to Regulators Concerning Anderson, Elaine S 3339
Appropriate Modeling to Determine Potential SM-ALC/EMR CD 18
Water Quality Impacts From Metals
Contaminated Soil

14 May 97 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Letter on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3342
Appropriate Modeling to Detennine Potential EPA Region IX CD 18
Water Quality Impacts From Metals
Contaminated Soil

27 May 97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3348
Comments on Appropriate Modeling to California Regional Water CD 18
Determine Potential Water Quality Impacts Quality Control Board
From Metals Contaminated Soils

4
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28 May97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3349
Comments on Appropriate Modeling to California Regional Water CD 18
Determine Potential Water Quality Impacts Quality Control Board
From Metals Contaminated Soils

Jun97 Final Ecological Risk Assessment Strategy Radian, Corp. 3354
Report CDI9

Jun 97 RI, Final Interim Basewide Report, Part 1, Radian, Corp. 3355
Vol 1 of II, Revision I CD 19

Jun 97 RI, Final Interim Basewide Report, Part 1, Radian,. Corp. 3356
Vol II of II, Appendices, Revision I CD 19

14 Jul97 Base Memo Concerning Risk Assessment, Anderson, Elaine S 3387
OU-A, OU-C SM-ALCIEMR CD 19

30 Jul 97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3401
Comments on RI, Final Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 19
Report, Part 1, Revision 1 Quality Control Board

03 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting Comments Chang, James 2794
on Draft Basewide Removal Action Work EPA Region IX CD 16
Plan, SVE

23 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 268
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interim EPA Region IX CD 2
Basewide Report, Part I

26 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 270
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interim EPA Region IX CD 2
Basewide Report

03 Mar 98 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 273
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interim EPA Region IX CD 2
Basewide Report, Part 1

5
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Apr 98 Final Basewide Removal Action Work Plan, URS Greiner, Inc. 823
SVE CD4

08 Apr 98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 832
Basewide Removal Action Work Plan, SVE California Regional Water CD 4

Quality Control Board

01 May98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 850
Comments on RI, Interim Basewide Report EPA Region IX CD 4
Patti

04 Jun 98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 87
Comments on Solicitation of ARARs, Non- California Department of Toxic CD 3
VOC, FS Substances Control

29 Jun 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 889 S
DraftTechnical Memorandum, Non-VOC FS EPA Region IX CD 3

08 JuL 98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 1845
Comments on Evaluation of Draft Non-VOC, California Department of Toxic CD 7
FS Technical Memorandum, Draft Final Substances Control -

Status Survey Plan

14 Jul 98 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Renzi,Barbara 1847
"Non-VOC FS Technical Memorandum California Department of Toxic CD 7

Substances Control

17 Jul 98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Summaty Adams, Randy S 939
of State and Local ARARS, Non-VOC, FS California Department of Toxic CD 4

Substances Control

20 Jul 98 CRWQCB Letter to CDTSC Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 1839
Solicitation of ARARs, Non-VOC, FS California Regional Water CD 7

Quality Control Board

.
6
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27 Aug 98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2967
Comments on Draft Final RI Characterization California Regional Water CD 17
Summaries, Part 2A Quality Control Board

18 Sep 98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 2960
Comments on Draft Final RI Characterizati9n California Department of Toxic CD 17
Summaries, Part 2A Substances Control

20 Nov98 CRWQCB Letter th Base Concerning RI, MacDonald, Alexander M 976
Draft Final Interim Basewide Report, California Regional Water CD 4
Characterization Summazy, Part 2a Quality Control Board

03 Jun99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Non- MacDonald, Alexander M 2902
VOC FS Draft EE/CA Staging Pile Technical California Regional Water CD 17
Memorandum Quality Control Board

11 Jun 99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 952
Comments on RI, Draft Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 4
Report, Part 1 General Framework, Revision Quality Control Board
2

25 Jun 99 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Non-VOC, Hanusiak, Lisa 3622
FS, EEICA Staging Pile Technical EPA Region IX CD 21

22 Dec 99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning FS, MacDonald, Alexander M 3735
Surface Water Discharge Estimation California Regional Water CD 21
Procedure, Non-VOC Quality Control Board

Aug 00 FS, Draft, Non-VOC and Landfill CH2M Hill 3884
CD 23

06 Sep 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 3900
Comments on Draft Supplemental EBS, California Regional Water CD 22
GroUp 6 Quality Control Board

7
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- 19 Sep 00 CRWQCB Memo Concerning Beneficial Use, Marshack, Jon B 4248
Protective Water Quality Limits, Petroleum- California Regional Water CD 24
Based Fuels Quality Control Board

10 Oct00 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Renzi, Barbara 4112
Draft FS, Non-VOC California Department of Toxic CD 24

Substances Control

20 Nov00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 3961
Comments on Draft Final Supplemental EBS, California Regional Water CD 23
Group 6 Quality Control Board

Dec 00 Final Supplemental Environmental Baseline URS Greiner Woodward Clyde, 3964
Survey (BBS), Vol 11 of II, Appendices A-F, Inc. CD 23
Group 6

Dec 00 Final Supplemental EnvironmentalBaseline URS Greiner Woodward Clyde, 3963
Survey (BBS), Vol I of II, Group 6 Inc. CD 23

01 Dcc 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 3966
Comments on FS, Draft Non-VOC, Landfill California Regional Water CD 23

Quality Control Board

11 Dec 00 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Malinowski, Mark 4111
Draft, NonVOC, California Department of Toxic CD 24

Substances Control

21 Dec00 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3975
Comments on FS, Draft Non-VOC EPA Region IX CD 23

Jan01 Supplemental FOSL, Group 6 Facilities Lowas, Albert F, Jr 4334

AFBCA/DM McClellan CD 26

19 Jan01 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 4113
Comments on FS, Draft Non-VOC and California Department of Toxic CD 24
Landifil Substances Control

8
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22 Jan 01 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Renzi, Barbara 4119
Human Health Risk Assessment Procedures, California Department of Toxic CD 24
OUA, OUC, OUE, OU.F, OUG, OUH Substances Control

• 31 Jan01 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 4118
Comments on Human Health RiSk California Department of Toxic CD 24

• Assessment, OU-A, OU-B, OU-C, OU-D, Substances Control
OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

08 Mar02 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 4398
Draft Basewide, Non-VOC FS EPA Region IX CD 26

08 Nov 02 Administrative Record File Index • LABAT-ANDERSON 01
INCORPORATED CD I.

9
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DATE SUBJECT OR TITLE CORP. AUTHOR N1JER

Aug 90 RI/FS, Stage 4, Planning Network Report Radian, Corp. 1567
CD 10

28 Feb 92 FSP, Group 1, OU-A Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 1880
CD7

04 Mar 92 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 1872
Comments on RI, SAP, FSP, Group 1 California Regional Water CD 7

Quality Control Board

22 Apr 92 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Wang, David 2948
Comments on SAP, FSP, Group I and 3, 0U California Department of Toxic CD 17
A Substances Control

01 Feb 93 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review of Moore, Katherine 2073
Consensus Statement on Background EPA Region IX CD 8
Constituents in Subsurface Soils

17 Feb 93 Consensus Statement, Background Inorganic Radian Corp. 2084
Constituents in Subsurface Soils CD 8

10Aug94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2415
Comments on Basewide Ecological Risk California Regional Water CD 8
Assessment Draft Scoping Report, OU-A Qunlity Control Board

Sep 94 PA/SI, Final Technical Summary Report Radian Corp. 2427
CD 8

16 Sep 94 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Draft MacDonald, Alexander M 2443
Final Scoping Report for Basewide California Regional Water CD 15
Ecological Risk Assessment, OUA Quality Control Board

23 Sep 94 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Harris, John 2446
Comments on Scoping Report for Basewide California Department of Toxic CD 15
Ecological Risk Assessment, OUA Substances Control

1
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Oct94 Basewide Ecological Risk Assessment Final Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2472
Scoping Report;, OU-A CD 21

02 Dec 94 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Hams, John 2504
Comments on Final Ecological Risk California Department of Toxic CD 14
Assessment Scoping Report, OUA Substances Control

03 Apr95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Draft MacDonald, Alexander M 2613
Site Characterization Summary for 1C43, California Regional Water CD 14
OUA Quality Control Board

May95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2634
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 14
Vol I of VI,OU-A

May95 It!, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2635
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 14
Vol II of VI, OU-A

May 95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2636
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 15
Vol III of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

May95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2637
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 15
Vol IV of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

May95 RI, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2638
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 15
Vol V of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

May 95 Ri, Interim Basewide Draft Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2639
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 15
Vol VI of Vi, Appendices B-D, OU-A

30 Jun95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2674
Interim RI Basewide Draft Report Part 2A, EPA Region IX CD 15
OU-A

2
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03 Jul 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2680
Comments on RI Draft FSP, OUA California Regional Water CD 15

Quality Control Board

05 Jul95 CDTSC Letter to Bast Concerning Malinowski, Mark 2682
Comments on Draft Site Characterization California Department of Toxic CD 15
Swnmaries and FSP, OUA Substances Control

27 Sep 95. CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2758
Comments on Draft Final RI FSP, OUA California Regional Water CD 15

Quality Control Board

27 Sep95 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 2759
Comments on Draft Fmal Site California Department of Toxic CD 15
Characterization Summaries and FSP, OUA Substances Control

12Oct95 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2775
Draft Final Site Characterization SUZIUUary EPA Region IX CD 16
and FSP, OU-A.

Nov95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2795
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol 1 of VI, OU-A

Nov 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2796
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol II of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

Nov 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2797
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol III of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

Nov 95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2798
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol IV of VI,-Appendix A, OU-A

3
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Nov95 RI, interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2799
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol V of VI, Appendix A, OU-A

Nov95 RI, Interim Basewide Final Report, Site Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. 2800
Characterization Summary and FSP, Part 2A, CD 16
Vol VI of VI, Appendices B-D, OU-A

16 Nov 95 Base Memo Concerning Final Site Schmalz, Kirk L 2815
Characterization Summary and FSP SM-ALC/EMR CD 16
Submittal, OU-A

13 Dec95 Multiple Decision Documents CH2M Hill 2843
CDI7

19 Dec 95 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2859
Comments on Final Basewide Ecological California Regional Water CD 17
Risk Assessment Summary Scoping Report Quality Control Board

13 Feb 96 Base Letter to EPA Concerning Response to Schmalz, Kirk L 3029
Comments on NFl Consensus Statement SM-ALC/EMR CD 17

14 Feb 96 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning CDTSC Malinowski, Mark 3032
Comments on Final Basewide LA Sumnuuy California Department of Toxic CD 17
Scoping Report, OUA, OUB, OU.C, OUD Substances Control

03 Oct96 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Phase MacDonald, Alexander M 3182
II RI/PS, FSP Report, OUA California Regional Water CD 18

Quality Control Board

Nov96 RI, Draft Interim Basewide Report, Revision Radian, Corp. 3198
1 CDI8

03 Apr 97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3319
Comments on RI, Draft Final Interim California Regional Water CD 18
Basewide Report, Revision I Quality Control Board S

4
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30 Apr97 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Chan& James
Removal Action Work Plan, Basewide SVE EPA Rion ( CD 18

Jun97 Final Ecological Risk Assessment Strategy Radian, Corp. 3354
Report CDI9

Jun97 RI, Filial Interim Basewide Report, Part 1, Radian, Corp. 3355
VolIofII,Revisionl CDI9

Jun97 RI, Final Interim Basewide Report, Part 1, Radian, Corp. 3356
Vol II of H, Appendices, Revision I CD 19

14 Jul97 Base Memo Concerning Risk Assessment, Anderson, Elaine S 3387
OU-A, OU-C SM-ALCIEMR CD 19

30 Jul 97 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 3401
• Comments on RI, Final Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 19
Report, Part 1, Revision I Quality Control Board

03 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting Comments Chang, James 2794
on Draft Basewide Removal Action Work EPA Region IX CD 16
Plan, SVE

23 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 268
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interim EPA Region IX CD 2
Basewide Report, Part I

26 Feb 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 270
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interim EPA Region IX CD 2
Basewide Report

03 Mar98 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 273
Review Comments on RI, Draft Interim EPA Region LX CD 2
Basewide Report, Part 1

5
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Apr 98 Final Basewide Removal Action Work Plan, URS Greiner, Inc. 823.
SVE CD4

08 Apr 98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonaki, Alexander M 832
Basewide Removal Action Work Plan, SVE California Regional Water CD 4

Quality Control Board

01 May 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning RAR Living Healy, Joseph B, Jr 850
Comments on RI, Interim Basewide Report, EPA Region IX CD 4
Part 1

04 Jun 98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 877
Comments on Solicitation of ARARS, Non- California Department of Toxic CD 3

• VOC, Substances Control

29 Jun 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 889
Draft Technical Memorandum,. Non-VOC FS EPA Region IX CD 3

08 Jul 98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 1845
Comments on Evaluation of Draft Non-VOC, California Department of Toxic CD 7
FS Technical Memorandum, Draft Final Substances Control
Status Survey Plan

14 Jul 98 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Renzi, Barbara 1847
Non-VOC FS Technical Memorandum California Department of Toxic CD 7

Substances Control

17 Jul 98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Summaly Adams, Randy 5 939
of State and Local ARARs, Non-VOC, FS California Department of Toxic CD 4

Substances Control

20 Jul 98 CRWQCB Letter to CDTSC Concerning MacDonaki, Alexander M 1839
Solicitation of ARARs, Non-VOC, FS California Regional Water CD 7

Quality Control Board

10 Aug 98 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2954
Comments on Draft Final Data Gap2 FSP EPA Region IX CD 17

6
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14 Aug98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 2956
Comments on Draft Final Data Gap 2 FSP California Department of Toxic CD 17

Substances Control

25Aug98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 1816
Comments on Draft Basewide Data FSP 3 california Regional Water CD 7

Quality Control Board

27 Aug 98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2967
Comments on Draft Final RI Characterization California Regional Water CD 17
Summaries, Part 2A Quality Control Board

31 Aug 98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2966
Comments on Final Data Gap I FSP and California Regional Water CD 17
Summary Reports Qiniity Control Board

18 Sep 98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 2960
Comments on Draft Final RI Characterization California Department of Toxic CD 17
Summaries, PUt 2A Substances Control

29 Sep 98 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Adams, Randy S 2957
Comments on Draft Final FSP for Basewide California Department of Toxic CD 17
SVE Well Installation Substances Control

20 Nov 98 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning RI, MacDonald, Alexander M 976
Draft Final Interim Basewide Report, California Regional Water CD 4
Characterization Summary, Part 2a Quality Control Board

Dec 98 Final Basewide SVE Report, Well Installation URS Greiner Woodward Clyde, 2872
FSP Inc. CD 17

08 Feb 99 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting Review Healy, Joseph B, Jr 1983
Comments on Draft Final Data Gap FSP EPA Region IX CD 8

7
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01 Mar99 CDTSC Letter to Base Transmitting Adams, Randy S 1957
Comments on Draft Final Basewide Data Gap California Department of Toxic CD 8
3, FSP, JaZI Substances Control

12 Apr99 EPA Letter to Base Concern ng Review Healy, Joseph B, Jr 2886
Comments onDraft DataGap4FSP EPA Region IX CD 17

10 May99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 2943
Comments on Draft EE/CA for SVE at 1C43, California Regional Water CD 17
OUA Quality Control Board

27 May99 EPA Letter to Base Transmitting Review Hanusiak, Lisa 1953
Comments on Draft Final EE/CA, SVE EPA Region IX CD 8
Revision 0, IC-43

28 May99 Data Gap Field Sampling and SVE Well LJRS Greiner Woodward Clyde, 2878
Installation, Data Quality Assessment Report Inc. CD 17

03 Jun 99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Non- MacDonald, Alexander M 2902
VOC FS Draft Eli/CA Staging Pile Technical California Regional Water CD 17
Memorandum Quality Control Board

09 Jun99 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Review of Adams, Randy S 2905
Draft EE/CA for SVE at IC-25 and 1C43, California Department of Toxic CD 17
OU-A Substances Control

11Jun99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning MacDonald, Alexander M 952
Comments on RI, Draft Interim Basewide California Regional Water CD 4
Report, Part I General Framework, Revision Quality Control Board
2

25 Jun99 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Non-VOC, Hanusiak, Lisa 3622
FS, EE/CA Staging Pile Technical EPA Region DC CD 21

14 Sep 99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning No MacDonald, Alexander M 3667
Further Comments on Final Draft EE/CA, California Regional Water CD 21
SVE, 1C43 Quality Control Board

8
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16 Sep 99 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Hanusiak, Lisa 3669
Final Draft EE/CA, SVE, 1C43 EPA Region LX CD 21

21 Sep 99 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning No Adams, Randy S 3672
Further Comments on Final Draft EEICA, California Department of Toxic CD 21
SVE.System Substances Control

Oct 99 Final EE/CA, SVE Report, IC-43 URS Greiner Woodwar4 Clyde, 3682
Inc. CD2I

28 Oct 99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning No MacDonald, Alexander M 3708
Further Comments on Final EE/CA, SVE California Regional Water CD 21
Report, 1043 Quality Control Board

Dec 99 Final Supplemental Environmental Baseline Radian, Corp. 3724
Survey (EBS), Facilities and Associated CD 21
Properties, Group 1

22 Dec 99 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning FS, MacDonald, AlexanclerM 3735
Surface Water Discharge Estimation California Regional Water CD 21
Procedure, Non-VOC Quality Control Board

07 Jan 00 Supplemental FOSL, Group 1 Facilities Lowas, Albert F, Jr 4324

SM-ALC/EM CD 26

13 Mar 00 Final Action Memorandum, SVE, 10-43 SM-ALC/EMR 3786
CD22

Aug 00 FS, Draft, Non-VOC and Landfill CH2M Hill 3884
CD 23

Sep 00 Final Report, Infrastructure Assessment Parsons Engineering Science, 4058
Inc. CD 24

9
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08 Sep 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning No Taylor, James D 3902
Comments on Draft O&M Manual, SVE, 1C California Regional Water CD 22
41, IC-42, IC-43 Quality Conirol Board

19 Sep 00 CRWQCB Memo Concerning Beneficial Use, Marshack, Jon B 4248
Protective Water Quality Limits, Petroleum- California Regional Water CD 24
Based FUCIS Quality Control Board

10 Oct00 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Renzi, Barbara 4112
Draft FS, Non-VOC California Department of Toxic CD 24

Substances Control

Nov00 BA, Reporl, SVE,IC-41, LC-42, IC-43 Radian, Corp. 3951
CD 23

01 Dec 00 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 3966
Comments on FS, Draft Non-VOC, Landfill California Regional Water CD 23

Quality Control Board

11 Dec 00 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Malinowski, Mark 4111
Draft, Non-VOC, FS California Department of Toxic CD 24

Substances Control

21 Dec 00 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Review Healy, Joseph B, Jr 3975
Comments on FS, Draft Non-VOC EPA Region IX CD 23

19 Jan01 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mark 4113
Comments on FS, Draft Non-VOC and California Department of Toxic CD 24
Landfill Substances Control

22 Jan01 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Renzi, Barbara 4119
Human Health Risk Assessment Procedures, California Department of Toxic CD 24
OU4, OUC, OUE, OUF, OUG, OUH Substances Control

.
l0
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31 Jan 01 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Malinowski, Mait 4118
CommentsonHuman HealthRisk California Department of Toxic CD 24
Assessment, OUA, OU-B, 0UC, OUD, Substances Control
OU-E, OU-F, OU-G, OU-H

28 Jun01 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Approval Malinowski, Mark 4212
of RA Memorandum and Final SVE, EE/CA, California Department of Toxic CD 24

• PRL S-033, IC25, 1C41, 1042, 1C43 Substances Control

27 Dec 01 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 4362
SVE Removal Action, Quarterly Vadose EPA Region IX CD 26
Zone Monitoring Report and Closure, Jul-
Sep 01

03 Jan02 CDTSC Memo Concerning Comments on Matinowski, Mark 4372. QuarterlyVadose Zone Monitoring Report California Department of Toxic CD 26
and Closure, Jul - Sep01 Substances Control

11 Jan02 CDTSC Letter to Base Concerning Depies, Kevin 4373
Comments on Vadose Zone Monitoring California Department of Toxic CD 26
Report, Jul -.Sep 01 Substances Control

22 Jan02 CRWQCB Letter to Base Concerning Taylor, James D 4374
Comments on Vadose Zone Monitoring California Regional Water CD 26
Report and Closure, Jut- Sep 01 Quality Control Board

Feb 02 Removal Action, Vadose Zone Quarterly URSG-O1{M 4379
Monitoring Report, SVE CD 26

08 Mar 02 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 4398
Draft Basewide, Non-VOC FS EPA Rion ix CD 26

01 Apr02 EPA Letter to Base Concerning Comments on Healy, Joseph B, Jr 4419
Removal Action Report, SVE, Vadose Zone EPA Region DC CD 26
Monitoring Report and Closure, Fourth
Quarter 01

11.
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PRL S-014

Thebaseline human health risk assessment estimates what risks the site poses if no action
were taken. It provides the basis for taking action and identifies the contaminants and
exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the remedial actions. This section of the
ROD summarizes the results of the baseline risk assessment for PRL 5-014.

Al .1 Identification of Chemicals of Concern
Contaminants of concern (COC) for PRL 5-014 include volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
metals, and PCB-1260. Tables Al-la through Al-id present the air, soil gas, groundwater,
and soil data summaries, respectively, for the COCs (site-specific tables are located at the
end of each section). No groundwater samples were collected within a 200-foot radius of
this site. However, groundwater samples collected at PS14HP13, located cross-gradient and
outside of the groundwater exposure area, were used to estimate groundwater exposure
point concentrations (EPCs) for PRL S-0l4.

Tables Al-ia through Al-id include the range of COC concentrations, as well as the
frequency of detection (i.e., the number of times the chemical was detected in the samples
collected at the site), the EPCs, and how the EPCs were derived for each of the media and
exposure areas of PRL S-014. In general, the lower value of the maximum concentration or
the upper 95th percent confidence limit on the arithmetic mean was used as the EPC for
COCs detected in more than one sample.

Al .2 Exposure Assessment
A conceptual model was developed that describes the potential exposure pathways
associated with soil and groundwater at PRL S-014 (see Figure 2-3 in Section 2.4 of the
ROD). Although PRL S-0l4 will likely be used for commercial/industrial or mixed-use
purposes in the future; several exposure scenarios were evaluated in the human health risk
assessment to provide information for future risk-management decisions.

The following exposure scenarios were quantitatively evaluated in the human health risk
assessment:

• Exposure of hypothetical future residents (adults and children) to soil (0 to 2 feet bgs)
and groundwater

• Exposure of hypothetical future residents (adults and children) to soil (0 to 10 feet bgs)
and groundwater

• Exposure of outdoor workers to soil (0 to 2 feet bgs)

RDD/040330023 (CLR2463DOC) Al-i
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• Exposure of indoor workers to VOCs in indoor air

• Exposure of construction workers to soil (0 to 15 feet bgs)

The exposure routes that were considered in the risk assessment for residents and workers
potentially exposed to soil include incidental soil ingestion, inhalation of VOCs (indoor air
for residents and ambient air for outdoor workers and construction workers)and
resuspended particulates, and dermal contact with soil. For the residential scenarios, the
ingestion of homegrown produce was also included. For groundwater, the ingestion,
inhalation of VOCs, and dermal contact exposure routes were evaluated. For the indoor
worker, potential risk associated with inhalation of VOCs in indoor air was evaluated.

Based on the history and use of PRL S-014, the site was divided into two exposure areas for
the human health risk assessment: the area north of Building 22 in the vicinity of the former
transformer (PRL 5-014 North), and the area south of Building 22 where activities related to
the motor pooi facility were conducted (PRL S-014 South). For PRL 5-014 North, only PCB
data are available. PRL S-014 North was not sampled for other analytes because the only
known potential source of contamination in that area is an electrical transformer.

Al .3 Toxicity Assessment
The toxicity data that were used in the human health risk assessment are summarized on
Tables A1-2 and A1-3. Health effects are divided into two categories: cancer and noncancer
effects.

Table A1-2 presents the slope factors used to estimate potential excess lifetime cancer risks
associated with exposure to COPCs in soil, air, and groundwater at PRL S-014. As shown on
Table A1-2, the oral slope factor was used to estimate potential risks associated with dermal
exposure. These values were obtained from the EPA Integrated Risk Information System
(IRIS) database, California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal-EPA), and the National
Center for Environmental Assessment (NCEA).

Table A1-3 presents the reference doses (RfDs) used to evaluate the potential for noncancer
health effects. Reference doses are not available for PCB-1260, so reference doses for
PCB-1254 were used as surrogates to evaluate noncancer health effects of PCB—1260. The
toxicity information for polychiorinated biphenyls indicates that exposure is associated with
a number of toxic effects, including cancer. For purposes of evaluating non-cancer effects,
the Rif) is based on effects on the immune system. The oral RfDs were used to estimate
potential health effects associated with dermal exposure. In addition, inhalation reference
concentrations are not available for some of the COPCs, so the oral RfDs were used to
evaluate potential health effects from the inhalation exposure route. The reference doses
shown on Table A1-3 were obtained from the IRIS database, Health Effects Assessment
Summary Tables (HEAST), and NCEA. Since the human health risk assessment was
conducted, a more conservative reference exposure level (REL) has been made available by
California EPA for arsenic. Potential impacts to the human health risk assessment from
using the new REL are discussed in Section A1.5. .
Al-2 RDD/040330023 (C1R2463 DOG)



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 213 of 375

APPENDIX A SEC11ON Al PAl. S-014

Al .4 Risk Characterization
The California EPA and EPA toxicity values described above were used in the human health
risk assessment along with the exposure information to estimate the potential risks from
contacting COPCs in soil, air, and groundwater. For carcinogens, risks are generally
expressed as the incremental probability of an individual's developing cancer over a lifetime
as a results of exposure to the carcinogen. Excess lifetime cancer risk is calculated from the

following equation:

Risk = CDI x SF

Where:

Risk = a unitless probability (e.g., 1 x 10-6) of an individual's developing cancer

CDI = chronic daily intake averaged over 70 years (mg/kg-day)

SF slope factor, expressed as (mg/kg-day)-'

These risks are probabilities that usually are expressed in scientific notation (e.g., 1 x 10-6).
An excess lifetime cancer risk of 1 x 10-6 indicates that an individual experiencing the
reasonable maximum exposure estimate has a 1 in a million chance of developing cancer as
a results of site-related exposure. This is referred to as an "excess lifetime cancer risk"
because it would be in addition to the risks of cancer individuals face from other causes
such as smoking or exposure to too much sun. EPA's generally acceptable risk range for
site-related exposures is 10-n to 10-6.

The potential for noncarcinogenic effects is evaluated by comparing an exposure level over
a specified time period (e.g., life-time) with an RfD derived for a similar exposure period.
An RID represents a level that an individual may be exposed to that is not expected to cause
any deleterious effect. The ratio of the receptor average daily exposure to the route-specific
reference dose is called a hazard quotient (HQ). An HQ less than one indicates that the
receptor's dose of a single contaminant is less than the RID, and that toxic noncarcinogenic
effects from that chemical are unlikely. The hazard index is generated by adding the HQs
over the exposure routes. A hazard index less than one indicates that, based on the sum of
all HQs from different exposure routes, toxic noncarcinogenic effects are unlikely. A hazard
index greater than one indicates that site-related exposure may present a risk to human
health.

The HQ is calculated as follows:

Non-cancer HQ =CDI/RfD

Where:

CDI = chronic daily intake (milligrams per kilogram per day [mg/kg-day])

RfD = reference dose (mg/kg-day)

CDI and RID are expressed in the same units and represent the same exposure period
(i.e., chronic, subchronic, or short-term.)

RDD040330023 (CLR2463.DOC) A1-3
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Table A1-4 presents the potential cancer risk estimates for the two exposure areas and the
various exposure scenarios and exposure routes at PRL S-014. These risk estimates are based
on reasonable maximum exposure and were developed taking into account various
conservative assumptions about the frequency and duration of receptors exposure to soil
and the toxicity of the COPCs.

Both residential and occupational exposure scenarios were evaluated for PRL 5-014 (South)
and PRL S-014 (North). The risk results for these scenarios are summarized below and
presented in the risk summary tables at the end of this section.

The potential cancer risks for PRL 5-014 (South) are as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 8 x 10
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): 1 x 1&
• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval excluding produce pathway): 2 x 10-s
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval excluding produce pathway): 1 x 10-s
• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 8 x i0
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 1 x 10
• Future adult resident (groundwater only): 2 x 106

• Outdoor occupational worker: 3 x 10
• Indoor occupational worker: 1 x 10-8
• Future construction worker: 2 x 10-6

The main contributor to the cumulative risks for the residential scenarios is the ingestion of
arsenic in homegrown produce. Potential risks associated with VOCs and PCBs in soil were
all below 1 x 10-6. Potential risks associated with VOCs in groundwater were 2 x 10.

The potential cancer risks in soil for PRL 5-014 (North) are as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 5 x iO
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): 2 x i0
• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval excluding produce pathway): 1 x 10
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval excluding produce pathway): 1 x 10-s

• Outdoor occupational worker: 5 x 10-6
• Future construction worker: 4 x iO

The sole known contaminant in the north is Aroclor 1260, and the main pathway
contributing to the risk estimates for the residential scenarios is the homegrown produce
pathway. The risk estimate for the future adult resident for soil (0-10 feet bgs depth interval)
and groundwater is at the upper end of the US EPA risk management range. All other
estimated risks are within or below the range.

Table A1-5 presents the noncancer hazard indexes for the two exposure areas and the
various exposure scenarios and exposure routes at PRL S-014. The potential noncancer risks
for PRL S-014 (South) are as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): <1
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): <1

Al-4 RDD1040330023 (CLR2463.DOC)
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• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval excluding the produce pathway): <1
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval exduding the produce pathway): <1
• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: <1
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: <1
• Future adult resident (groundwater only): 0.05

• Future child resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 1
• Future child resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): 2
• Future child resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval excluding the produce pathway): <1
• Future child resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval excluding the produce pathway): <1
• Future child resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: I
• Future child resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 2
• Future child resident (groundwater only): 0.1

• Indoor occupational worker: <1
• Outdoor occupational worker: <1
• Future construction worker: <1

The potential for adverse noncancer health affects for the adult resident and worker
scenarios is unlikely. However, the main contributor to the hazard index for the child
residential scenario is the hazard quotient for arsenic for the homegrown produce pathway.

The potential noncancer risks for PRL S-014 (North) are as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 2
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): <1
• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval excluding the produce pathway): <1
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval excluding the produce pathway): <1

• Future child resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 8
• Future child resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): 3
• Future child resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval excluding the produce pathway): 3
• Future child resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval excluding the produce pathway): 1

• Outdoor occupational worker: <1
• Future construction worker: <1

There is a potential for adverse noncancer health effects from exposure to soil for the adult
resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval) and the child resident scenarios. The main pathway
contributing to the hazard indexes for these residential scenarios is the homegrown produce
pathway.

For PRL S-014 (South), blood-lead levels were estimated using soil lead concentrations and
Lead-spread 7; estimated blood-lead levels were below the target level of 10 ig/dL in
99 percent (0.01 risk) of potentially exposed adult and child residents, outdoor workers, and
construction workers.

Based on the risk assessment, the potential cancer risk from groundwater exposure for
future adult residents is 1.6 x 10-6. The main contributor to the potential cancer risk is TCE.
For groundwater, the noncancer hazard index for the future adult resident is 0.05 and the

RDD040330023 (C1R2463.DOC) Al-5
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hazard index for the future child resident is 0.1. The main contributor to the hazard indices
isTCE.

Al .5 Uncertainties
There are uncertainties associated with the risk estimates for PRL 5-014. The main
uncertainties are as follows:

• Current re-use plans for this site are indefinite, but do not include residential or other
"sensitive" use scenarios (day-cares, schools, hospitals, etc.). Hence, the use of the
residential scenario for the site should be considered hypothetical at this time.

• The partition coefficient used to estimate potential risks from the homegrown produce
pathway for Aroclor-1260 is based on modeled data and not empirical data of plant
uptake of PCBs. For arsenic, a range of empirical values of the partition coefficients is
available spanning approximately an order of magnitude. Since the homegrown
produce pathway is the major contributor to the overall risk estimates for the site, the
uncertainties from this pathway are reflected in the overall risk estimates which may be
overestimated or underestimated because of the uncertainties with the plant partition
coefficients.

• Toxicity criteria for some of the VOCs have changed since the human health risk
assessment was conducted. VOC risk estimates may increase or decrease by more than
an order of magnitude when the VOC risk assessment is updated with the most current
toxicity criteria. At this time, the current toxicity values for the following chemicals for
PRL 5-014 are different than the toxicity values that were used in the risk assessment:

— 1,1-Dichioroethene (1,1-DCE): this chemical was evaluated as a carcinogen in the risk
assessment. Since the risk assessment was conducted, USEPA has withdrawn the
slope factors for 1,1-DCE. Cumulative risks for VOCs may be overestimated in the
risk assessment because 1,1-DCE was induded as a carcinogen. In addition, the oral
and inhalation reference doses (RfDs) for 1,1-DCE have changed and are now less
stringent than the values used in the risk assessment, so Hazard Quotients (HQs) for
1,1-DCE may be overestimated in the risk assessment.

— Tetrachioroethene (PCE): The current oral slope factor from California EPA for PCE
is approximately an order of magnitude more stringent than the value used in the
risk assessment. Consequently, potential risks for PCE may be underestimated in the
risk assessment. There is a current reference exposure level (REL) from California
EPA for PCE that is more stringent by approximately an order of magnitude, so the
HQs for PCE may be underestimated in the risk assessment.

— Trichioroethene (TCE): There was a slight change to the California EPA oral slope
factor for TCE (changed from 0.015 to 0.013 [mg/kg-day]-l) since the risk assessment
was performed but this change should not significantly impact the potential cancer
risk estimates. The current USEPA National Center for Environmental Assessment
(NCEA) oral slope factor for TCE is more stringent by more than an order of
magnitude than the value used in the risk assessment. For the inhalation slope
factor, NCEA currently has a more stringent value than the value used in the risk
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assessment. However, the current California EPA inhalation slope factor for TCE is
less stringent than the value used in the risk assessment. The current oral RID from
NCEA for TCE is more than an order of magnitude of more stringent than the value
used in the risk assessment. The current inhalation RfD for TCE from NCEA and the
inhalation RID derived from the current REL from California EPA are both less
stringent than the inhalation RID used in the risk assessment. Consequently, there is
uncertainty associated with the risk results for TCE due to various toxicity factors
currently available, and potential risks and HQs associated with TCE may be
underestimated or overestimated.

— Acetone: The current oral RfD is less stringent by a factor of 9 than the value used in
the risk assessment. Since the inhalation RID is route-extrapolated value from the
oral RID, the new route extrapolated inhalation RfD is also less stringent than the
route-extrapolated value used in the risk assessment. Consequently, the HQs for
acetone may be overestimated.

— Benzene: The current oral RfD for benzene is less stringent than the value used in the
risk assessment but the change should not significantly affect the HQs. The
inhalation RfDs based on the current USEPA reference concentration and the
California EPA REL are less stringent than the values used in the risk assessment.
Consequently, HQs for beazene may be overestimated.

- Chloroform: The current NCEA inhalation RfD is more stringent by more than an
order of magnitude than the route-extrapolated inhalation RfD used in the risk
assessment. Therefore, the HQs for chloroform may be underestimated.

— Toluene: The inhalation RfD based on the current California EPA REL is more
stringent than the value used in the risk assessment but the change should not
significantly affect the HQs.

— 1,l,l-Trichloroethane: The current NCEA oral and inhalation RfDs are less stringent
than the values used in the risk assessment. Therefore, the HQs for this chemical
may be overestimated.

— Xylenes: The current USEPA oral and inhalation RfDs are more stringent by at least
an order of magnitude than the values used in the risk assessment. In addition, the
inhalation RID based on the current California EPA REL is more stringent by an
order of magnitude than the value used in the risk assessment. Therefore, HQs for
xylenes may be underestimated.

• The hazard associated with inhalation exposure for arsenic was calculated using the
USEPA oral RfD of 3 x lO- mg/kg-day and route extrapolation. An updated California
EPA reference exposure level (REL) is now available for arsenic. This exposure level is
preferable because it is route-specific.. However, since the inhalation route is a minor
contributor to the overall hazard estimate for arsenic, use of the updated California EPA
value would not significantly change the results of the human health risk assessment.

• Only PCB data are available for PRL S-014 North and therefore, cumulative risks may be
underestimated. However, since the potential source of contamination for this area is an
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electrical transformer, it was assumed that the PCB data are adequate to characterize the
extent of contamination related to site activities.

• An uncertainty exists with the soil beneath the former hazardous waste storage area due
to the lack of soils samples. This uncertainty may result in an underestimate of risk.

• Arsenic was detected at concentrations that appear greater than the "combined"
background concentration at selected locations. These detections were in samples
analyzed by EPA Method 6010, which are considered suspect. We do not have
confirmation samples using EPA Method 7060 at the same location(s), or in the
immediate vicinity of the samples with elevated arsenic detection, so an uncertainty
regarding arsenic as a contaminant is introduced. The maximum reported
concentrations of arsenic by the preferred analytical method, Method SW7060, are less
than the maximum reported concentrations by Method SW6O1O. In addition, the
sporadic elevated concentrations are not indicative of a contaminant source. Therefore,
the risk associated with arsenic at this site may be representative of background.

.

S
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Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations
PRL S-014
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Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium Soil Gas
Exposure Medium Soil Gas

Exposure Point Chemicai of Concern

Concentration Detected
(ppbv)

Frequency
of Detection

95th UCL
Concentration

(ppbv)

Statistical
Measure0

Exposure Point
Concentrationb

(ppbv)

Exposure Point
Concentration in Soil0

(mg&g)Mm Max

PRLS-014-SoilGas

Acetone l.9E+O1 1.9E+O1 1/6 2.3E+03 Max Detect l.9E+Ol 1.15-02

Benzene 4.55+00 4.5E+00 1/6 2.65+03 MaxDetect 4.55+00 1.65-05

Carbon tetrachloride 1 .8E+02 3.05+02 2/6 2,55+02 95UCL Lonormai 2.55+02 1.1 5-03

Chloroform 1.8E+0l 1.85+01 1/6 2.75+02 Max Detect l.8E+01 1.35-04

Dichlorodifluoromethane 1 .7E+02 1 .7E+02 1/6 1 .4E+02 95UCL Lo9normai 1 .4E+02 9.85-05

I -Dichloroethane 1.15+02 1,15+02 1/6 1.1 E+02 95UCL Lo9normai 1.1 E+02 4,6E-04

il-Dichioroethene 6,8E+O1 6.8E+O1 1/6 l.1E+02 MaxDetect 6.8E+0l 9.7E-05

cis-l 2-Dichloroethene I .35+00 1.35+00 1/6 7.05+04 Max Detect 1 3E+00 6.75-06

Ethyibenzene 1.6E+00 1.65+00 1/6 3.75+04 MaxDetect l.6E+00 7.0E06

Propene 2.55+01 2.55+01 1/1 -- MaxDetect 2.55+01 7.6506

Styrene 2.1E+0O 2.15+00 1/1 MaxDetect 2.15+00 3.3E-05

Tetrachioroethene 7.25+00 7.25+00 1/6 1.05+03 Max Detect 7.2E+O0 2.75-05

Toluene 5.9E+00 5.9E+OO 1/6 1.5E+03 Max Detect 5.9E+00 2.5E-05

1,1,1 -Trichioroethane 2.85+00 2.85+00 1/6 8.OE+03 Max Detect 2.8E+00 7.2E-06

Trichioroethene 1.35+02 1.3E+02 1/6 1.25+02 95UCLLo9normal 1.2E+02 4.25-04

1,1 ,2-Trichloro-1 22-trifluoroethane

Trichiorofluoromethane

115+01 1.15+01 1/6 5.1 E+02 Max Detect 1.15+01 1.35-05

1.55+02 4.95+02 2/6 4.15+02 95UCL Lognormai 4.15+02 4.65-04

1 ,24-Trimethyibenzene 3.9E+00 3.9E+0O 1/1 •d Max Detect 3.95+00 7.75-05

1 ,3,5-Trimethyibenzene 2.9E+00 2.95+00 1/1 -- Max Detect 2.95+00 5.2E-05

Xylenes 6.9E+00 6.9E+00 1/6 1.15+03 Max Detect 6.95+00 1.25-04

a The statistical measure indicates the basis for the exposure point concentration.

The exposure point concentration is the lower value of the maximum concentration or the 95th UCL Ooncentration,

Exposure point concentrations for these VOCs in soil are modeled from measured shallow soil gas concentrations.

Due to the limited data set, a statistical analysis could not be conducted to determine the 95th UCL concentration.

95th UCL = 95 percent upper confidence limit on the mean.

LRA IP ROD #1
PDD/04034001 8 (CAH2054.xis) 04/09/2004
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Table Al-lb
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations
PRL S-014

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium Air
Exposure Medium Air

Residenth' indoor Air Construction ',rker Air Exposure Occu ationaI Worker Air
Exposure Point
Concentration

Residential indoor
Airb

(mg/rn3)

1-Year flux Rate

(gfm2-s)

Exposure Point
Concentration

Construction Worker
Outdoor Airs'

(mg/rn3)

25-Year
Flux Rate

(gfm2-s)

Exposure Point
Concentration

Occupational
indoor Alrb

(mg/rn3)

Exposure
Exposure Point
Concentration

Occupational
Outdoor Airb

(mg/rn3)Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Exposure Point
Concentration in

Soir
(mg/kg)

30-Year Flux Rate

(g/m2-s)

PRL S-014 - VOCs in Air

Acetone 1.1E-02 2.33E-12 i.4E-06 8.04E-22 3.1E-18 2.O1E-12 2.4E-07 7.8E-09

Benzene i.6E-05 1.1OE-13 6.4E-08 6.56E-13 2.5E-09 i.29E-13 i,5E-08 5.OE-1O

Carbon tetrachloride

Chloroform

1.1 E-03 7.55E-1 2 4.4E-06 6.30E-1 1 2.4E-07 8.92E-i 2 1.1 E-06 3.5E-08

1.3E-04 8.48E-13 4.9E-07 4.03E-12 1.6E-08 9.84E-13 i.2E-07 3.8E-09

Dichlorodifluoromethane 9.8E-05 6.53E-1 3 3.8E-07 1 .40E-1 1 5.4E-08 8.04E-1 3 9.7E-08 3.1 E-09

I 1-Dichloroothane 4.6E-04 3.04E-12 1 .8E-06 1 .ME-il 8.3E-08 3.55E-12 4.3E-07 1 .4E-08

il-Dichloroethene 9.7E-05 6.93E-13 4.OE-07 8.82E-12 3.4E-08 8.31E-13 1.OE-07 3.2E-09

cis-12-Dichloroethene 6.7E-06 4.37E-14 2,5E-08 2.12E-13 8.2E-1O 5.08E-14 6.1E-09 2.OE-10

Ethylbenzene 7.OE-06 4.65E-14 2.7E-0S 2.70E-13 1.1E-09 5.43E-14 6.5E-09 2.1E-10

Propene 7.6E-06 4.93E-14 2.9E08 i.16E12 4.5E09 6.10E14 7.3E09 2.4E10

Styrene 3.3E-05 1.59E-13 9.2E-08 2.30E-13 8.9E-10 1.78E-13 2.1E-08 6.8E-10

Tetrachloroethene 2.7E-05 1 .93E-1 3 1.1 E-07 1.71 E-12 6.SE-09 2.28E-1 3 2.7E-08 8.8E-1 0

Toluene 2.5E-05 1.65E-13 9.5E-08 9.03E-13 3.5E-09 1.92E-13 2.3E-08 7.4E-10

11,1-Trichioroethane 7.2E-06 5.14E-i4 3.OE-08 5.50E-13 2.1E-09 6.13E-14 7.4E-09 2.4E-10

Trichioroethene 4.2E-04 2.96E-12 1.7E-06 2.48E-1 1 9.6E-08 3.50E-i2 4.2E-07 1.4E-08

i,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2-trifluoroethane
Trichiorofluoromethane

i.SE-05 9.31E-14 5.4E-08 i.07E-12 4.1E-09 1.ilE-13 1.3E-08 4.3E-1O

4.6E-04 3.1 7E-1 2 1 .8E-06 5.98E-1 1 2.3E-07 3.87E-1 2 4.6E-07 1 .5E-08

1 ,2,4-Trlmethylbenzene 7.7E-05 3.48E-1 3 2.OE-07 3.93E-1 3 1 .5E09 3.86E1 S 4.6E08 1 .5E-09

1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 5.2E-05 2.44E-13 1.4E-07 3.14E-13 1.2E-09 2.73E-13 3.3E-08 1.1E-09

Xylenes i.2E-04 2.91E-13 1.7E-07 3.64E-14 l.4E-iO 3.06E-13 3.7E-08 1.2E-09
S Exposure point concentrations for these VOCs in soil are modeled from measured shallow soil gas concentrations.

Emissions from soil and resulting air concentrations were estimated from models using the exposure point concentration modeled In soil.

LRA P ROD Ci
RDD1040340018 (CAH2054.xls) 04/09/2004
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Table Al-ic
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations
PRL S-014
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a Due to the limited data set, a statistical analysis could not be conducted to determine the 95m UCL concentration.
b The statistical measure indicates the basis for the exposure point concentration.
C The exposure point concentration is the lower value of the maximum concentration or the 95th UCL concentration.

95th UCL = 95 percent upper confidence limit on the mean.

LRA IP ROD #1
RDD/04034001 8 (CAH2054.xls) 04/09/2004

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium Groundwater
Exposure Medium Groundwater

Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Concentration Detected
(sit L) Frequency

of
Detection

95th UCL
Concentration

(tgIL)

Statistical
Measureb

Exposure Point
Concentrationc

(ig/L)Mm Max

PRL S-014 -
Groundwater On-site

Direct Contact

Trichloroethene 1 .6E+00 1 .6E+00 1/2 -- Max Detect 1 .6E+00

Xylenes 2.1 E+00 2.1 E+00 1/2 -- Max Detect 2.1E+00
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Table Al-id
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations
PRL S-014

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium Soil
Exposure Medium Soil

Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Concentration Detected (mg/kg)

Frequency
of Detection

95th UCL
Concentration

(mg/kg) Statistical Measure

Exposure Point
Concentrationb

(mg/kg)Mm Max

PRL S-014 North -
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-2 ft bgs) PC B-i 260 (arochlor 1260) 8.OE-03 5.6E+0O 12/15 3.4E+0O 95UCL Lognorrnal 3.4E+OO

PRLS-014 North -
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-i Oft bgs) PCB-1 260 (arochlor 1260) 8.OE-03 5.6E+00 14/19 1 .3E+0O 95UCL Lognormal 1 .3E+00

PRL S-014 South-
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-2 ft bgs)

Arsenic 1.5E÷OO 8.OE+OO 6/6 6.1E+OO 95UCLNormal 6.1E+0O

Beryllium 4.OE-O1 6.4E-Oi 4/4 6.5E-O1 Max Detect 6.4E-O1

Copper 1 .8E+O1 2.8E+01 4/4 2.7E+Oi 95UCL Normal 2.7E+Oi

Lead 5,7E+OO 3.2E+O1 4/4 4.4E÷02 Max Detect 3.2E.i-O1

Vanadium 4.5E+01 5.BE+O1 4/4
.

5.9E+01 Max Detect 5.8E+O1

Zinc 3.4E+01 6.2E+O1 4/4
:

5.9E+01 95UCL Normal 5,9E÷01

PCB-1 260 (arochlor 1260) 6.2E-O2 6.2E-O2 1/7 3.7E-02 95UCL Lognormal 3.7E-02

PRL S-O1 4 South -
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-10 ft bgs)

Arsenic 9.7E-O1 1 .OE+O1 13/13 8.4E+0O 95UCL Lognormal 8.4E+0O

Beryllium 1.8E-O1 6.2E-01 10/10 5.9E-01 95UCL Normal 5.9E-O1

Copper 1.5E+Oi 3.3E+Ô1 10/10 2.5E+O1 95UCLNormal 2.5E+O1

Lead 3.OE+O0 3.2E+O1 11/li 1.2E+O1. 95UCLLognom,al 1.2E+01

Vanadium 3.9E+O1 I .OE+O2 10/10 7.5E+O1 95UCL Lognormal 7.5E+01

Zinc 3.4E+O1 6.5E+O1 10/10 5.1E+O1 95UCLNormal 5.1E+0i

PCB-1 260 (arochlor 1260) 6.2E-02 6,2E-02 1/7 3.7E-02 95UCL Lognormal 3.7E-02

PRL S-014 South -
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-15 ft bgs)

Arsenic 9.7E-O1 1 .OE+O1 14/14 8.6E+OO 95UCL Lognormal 8.6E+OO

Beryllium 1.8E-01 8.2E-O1 10/10 5.9E-O1 95UCLNormal 5.9E-O1

Copper 1 .5E+O1 3.3E+01 10/10 2.5E+Oi 95UCL Normal 2.5E+Oi
Lead 3.OE+OO 3.2E+01 11/11 1 .2E+O1 95UCL Lognormal 1 .2E+01________________________

Vanadium 3.9E÷01 1 .OE+02 10/10
.

7.5E÷0i
.

95UCL Lognormal 7.5E+Oi

Zinc 3.4E÷01 6.5E+01 10/10 5.1E+01 95UCL Normal 5.1E+O1

PCB-i 260 (arochlor 1260) 6.2E-02 6.2E-02 1/7 3.7E-02 95UCL Lognormal 3.7E-02

A The statistical measure indicates the basis for the exposure point concentration.

The exposure point concentration is the lower value of the maximum concentration or the 95th UCL concentration.

UCL = 95 percent upper confidence limit on the mean.

LRAIPROD#1
RDD/04034001 8 (CAH2054.xls) 04/09/2004. S S
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Table A1-2
Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
PRL S-014

Pathway Ingestion, Dermat
Weight

Oral Cancer Dermal Cancer Slope Factor Of

Chemical of Concern Slope Factor Slope Factor Units Evidences Source Date

Arsenic 1,5E÷OO 1.5E+OO (mglkg-dayi1 A IRIS 2002

Berillium (mg/kg-dayI1 B2

Lead (mqlkg-day)' B2

Benzene 1OE-01 1OE-01 (mglkg-day)1 A Cal-EPA 2002

Carbon Tetrachioride 1 .5E-01 1 .5E01 (mglkg-dayY1 B2 Cal-EPA 2002

Chloroform 3.1E-02 31E-02 (mg/kg-dayi1 B2 Cal-EPA 2002

1.1jDichloroethane 5.7E-03 5.7E-03 (mqIkg-day) C Cal-EPA 2002

1,1-Dichloroethene 6.OE-01 6.OE-01 (mg/k-day) c IRIS 2002

Tetrachloroethene 5.2E-02 52E-02 (mg/kg-dayi1 NCEA 2002

Trichloroethene 1.5E-02 1.5E-02 (mg/kg-day) B2/C NCEA 2002

PCB-1260 (arochlor 1260) 2.OE+00 2.OE+00 (mgfkg-day)1 82 IRIS 2003
Pathway: Inhalation

Chemical of Concern
inhalation Cancer

Slope Factor
Slope Factor

Units

Weight
of

Evidenc? Source Date

Aisenle 15E+01 (mQ/Kg-day) A IRIS 2002

8eryllium 8.4E+00 (mg/kg-day) B2 IRIS 2002

Eenzene

arbonTetrachioride
C'hioroform

1-Dichioroethane

1-Dichioroethene

Tetrachloroethene

Trichloroethene

(mg/kg-dayyt 82
1.OE-01 (m9/kg-day' A Cal-EPA 2002

1.5E-01 (mgIkg-day) B2 Cal-EPA 2002
8.OE-02 (mg/k-dayy1 82 IRiS 2002

57E-03 (!!i/kg-dayy C Cal-EPA 2002

18E-01 (mg/kg-day) C IRIS 2002

2. 1 E-02 (mg/kg-dayy1 Cal-EPA 2002

1 OE-02 (mgIkg-day) B2/C NCEA 2002

PCB-1260 (arochlor 1260) 20E+00 (mg/kg-dayy1 82 IRIS 2003

Weiaht of Evidence Classification

Table A1-3
Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
PRL S-014

Pathway: ingestion, Dermal

Chemical of Concern
Chronic/

subchronic Oral RfD Oral RfD Units Dermal RfD Dermal RfD Units
Primary

Target Organ

Combined
Uncertainty/Modifying

Factors
Sources of RfD:

Target Organ
Dates of RfD:
Target Organ

Arsenic Chronic 3.OE-04 mg/kg-day 3.OE-O4 má/kg-da, Vascular 3 IRIS 2002

Ber,IIium ChronIc 2.OE-03 mg/kg-day 2OE-03 mg/kg-day
Small intestine;

Lungs 300 IRIS 2002

Copper Chronic 3.7E-02 mg/kg-day 3.7E-02 mg/kg-day
Gastro-intestinai

system HEAST 1997

Lead
Vanadium

Chronic
Chronic 7.OE-03

mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

mg/kg-day
70E03
3.OE-01

mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

Liverandkidney
• Blood

100
3

HEAST
IRIS

1997
2002Zinc Chronic 3OE-01

Acetone Chronic 1.OE-01 1.OE-01

3.OE-03
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

Kidney
Blood

1000
3000

IRIS
WCEA

2002

• 2002Benzene
Carbon Tetrachloride
C'hiorofrrn
CichIorodifluoromethane

1,1-Dichioroethane
1-Dichioroethene

ci.s-12-Dichloroethene

Fthylbenzene
Propene

Chronic 3.OE-03
Chronic 7.OE-04 7.OE-04 mg/kg-day Liver 1000 IRIS 2002

Chronic 1.OE-02 mg/kg-day 1,OE-02 mg/kg-day

• mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

LIver
Liver

1000
100

IRIS
IRIS

2002
2002Chronic 2OE-01 mg/kg-day

mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

2.OE-01
1.dE-01 Kidney 1000 HEAST 1997Chronic 1.OE-01

Liver

•
Blood

Liverandkidney

1000 IRIS 2002Chronic 9.OE-03 9.OE-03
Chronic 1.OE-02 1.OE-02 mg/kg-day 3000 HEAST 1997

1000 IRiS 2002Chronic 1.0E.01 mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

i0E-01 mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

Chronic

Styrene Chronic 2.OE-01 2bE-01 Blood and lIver
LIver

1000
1000

IRiS
IRIS

2002
2002Tetrachloroethene Chronic 1.OE-02 E-02

Toluene Chronic 2.OE-01 2.OE-01 mg/kg-day Liver and kidney 1000 IRiS 2002

3.5E-02 mg/kg-day NCEA 2002I I 1-Trichloroethane Chronic 35E-02
Trichloroethene
1 ,1 2-Trichloro-1 ,22-trifluoroethane
Irichlorofluoromethane
1 ,24-Trimethylbenzene
1 5-Trimethyicenzene

Xylenes

Chronic 6.OE-03 mg/kg-day 6.ÔE-03 mg/kg-day NCEA 2002

Chronic 3.OE+01 mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

mo/kp-day

mg/kg-day

30+O1 mg/kg-day Brain 10 IRIS 2002

Chronic 3OE-01 3,OE-01

5.OE-02

5.OE-02

mg/kg-day

mg/kp-day
mg/kg-day

Cellular
Lungs
Lungs

1000 IRIS
NCEA
NCEA

2002
2002
2002

Chronic 5.OE-02
Chronic 5.OE-02

Chronic 2,OE+0O 2.OE+00 mg/kg-day
Decreased body

weight 1000 IRIS 2002

PCB-1260 (arochlor 1260) Chronic 2.OE-05 mg/kg-day 2OE-05 mg/kg-day SURROGATE

Pathway: inhalation

Chronic/ PrImary
Combined

Uncertainty/Modifying Sources of RfD: Dates of RID:
Chemical of Concern

Arsenic -

subchronic
Chronic

Inhalation RID
3.OE-04

Oral RID Units Target Organ
Vascular

Factors
3

Target Organ
ROUTE

Target Organ
2002

Beryllium Chronic 5.7E-06 mg/kg-day
Small Intestine;

Lungs 10 IRIS 2002

Copper Chronic 3.7E-02 mg/kg-day

Gastro-
intestinal

system ROUTE 2002

Lead Chronic mg/kg-day

Vanadium Chronic 7OE-03 mg/kg-day
Liver and

kidney 100 ROUTE 2002

Zinc
Acetone

Chronic
Chronic

3.OE-01
1.OE-01

mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

Blood

Kidney

8
1000

ROUTE
ROUTE

2002
2002

Benzene Chronic 17E-03 mg/kg-day Blood 1000 NCEA 2002
Carbon Tetrachioride Chronic 5,7E-04 mg/kg-day Liver NCEA 2002
Chloroform
Oichlorodifluoromethane
1 1 -Dichloroethane

11-DichIoroethene
is-1 2-Dichioroethene

Ethytbenzene

Chronic
Chronic

1.OE-02
57E-02

mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

Uver
Liver

1000 ROUTE
HEAST

2002
1997

Chronic 1 ,4E-01 mg/kg-day Kidney 1 000 HEAST 1997

Chronic
Chronic

9.OE-03
1 OE-02

mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

Liver
'

BIoo
ROUTE
ROUTE

2002
2002

Chronic 2.95-01 mg/kg-day
Llver and

kidney 300 IRIS 2002

Propane Chronic mg/kg-day

Styrene Chronic 2.9E-01 mg/kg-day
Nervous
system 30 IRIS

•
2002

Tetrachioroethene Chronic i1E-Ol mg/kg-day Liver 300 NCEA 2002

Toluene
1,11-Trichioroethane

Chronic
Chronic

1.1E-01
2.9E-0l

mg/kg-day
Liver and

kidney 300 IRIS
NCEA

2002
2002mg/kg-day

Trichloroethene
1 ,1 ,2-Trichloro-1 ,2,2-trifluoroethane

Chronic
Chronic
Chronic
Chronic
Chronic

6.OE-03

2.OE-01
17E-03
1.7E-03

mg/kg-day ROUTE
HEAST
HEAST
NCEA
NCEA

2002
1997
1997
2002
2002

mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

Brain
Cellular
Lungs
Lungs

Decreased
•

Trichlorofluoromethane

12,4-Trimethylbenzene
15-TrimethyIbenzene

Xylenes Chronic 2.OE+00 mg/kg-day bodyweight 1000 ROUTE 2002
PCB-1260 (arochlor 1260) Chronic 2.OE-05 mg/kg-day SURROGATE

Notes:
Toxicity values used were accurate as of the date of report submittal and are not necessarily the most Current values.
Blank cells indicate information is not available or not applicable.

Cal-EPA = California Environmental Protection Agency
IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System
HEAST = Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables
mg/kg-day = milligrams per kilogram per day
NCEA = NatIonal Center for Environmental Assessment
RfD = reference dose
ROUTE = route-to-route extrapolated value (e.g., oral RID used for inhalation RID)
SURROGATE = RfDs for aroclor-1254 used for aroclor-1260 (IRIS 2003)

LRAIPROD#1
RDC/04034001 8 (CAH2054xls) 04/09/2004

A - human carcinogen

Si and B2 . probable human carcinogen

C - possible human carcinogen
D - not classIfiable as a human carcinogen

E - evidence of noncarclnogenlcity for humans

Reference USEPA 1989. Risk Assessment Guidance

for Superfufld, Volume I, Human Health Evaluation

Manual (Part A). EPN54O/1 -89/002. December.
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TableA1.4
Risk Characterization Summary . Carclnogene
PRL S-014

Scenario Timeframe: füture
Receptor Populatlom Resident
Recejtor Age: Adult

Exposure Exposure Point Exposure Point
"arcinogenic P'____

Exposure Routes
Medium Medium exposure Point Chemical ol Concern Concentration COncentration Units Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Produce Total

Soil Soil
PAL S-014 North-

Soil On-site P08-1260 (arochlor
DirectContact

(0-2 ft bgs)
1260) 345+00 mg/kg tOE-OS 6.OE.11 5.OE-06 4.OE-05 5.OE-05

TOTAL
' .

1.OE-O5 6.OE-11 SOE.06 40E-05 5.E-05

PAL S-014 North -
Soil On-site P08- 1260 (arochlor

Direct Conlact
(O-lottbgs)

1260)
TOTAL
Arsenic

Beitiium
Lead

Beflzne
Carbon tetrachioride

Chiorotorm
1,1-Dichlorøethane
li-bichloroethene
tetrachloroethene
Trichloroethene

PCB-1260 (arochior

135+00

6.1E+OO
6.4E-O1
32E+O1
16E-O5' •
1 .1 E-03

1.3E-d4
4.6E-04
9.7E-05
2.7E-05
4.2E-04

mg/kg

mgg
rrig•
mg/i(g

rnt(g
mg/kg
mg/kg
mb/kg
mg/kg
rñg/kg
mg/kg

4.OE-06
4.OE-06
1.4E-o5

-.
--

2.6E-12
2.55-1 0
6.4E-12
4,1E-12
9.1-11

• 2.2E-12

99E-12
.

2.OE-11
2.OE-11
1.5E-08
8.9E-1O

--
9.5E-1O
9.8E-08
58E-O9
1.5E-O
1.1E-08
3.5E-1O
2.6E-09,

2.OE-06
2.0E06
1.4E-06

--
. --

8.SE-13
82E-1 1
2.15-12
1.3E-12
2.9E-11
7.2E-13
3.2E-12

jO5
1.0E05

--
--
--
—

--
--

-

2.OE-05
2.E05
8.OE-05
8.9E-1O

--
9.SE-1O

PRL S-O1 4 South -
Soil 0 - ta

Direct Contact
'O-2ftb a9

9.8E-06
5.8E09
1.5E09
11E-08
3.5E10
2.65-09

1260)
TOTAL
Arsenic

Beryllium
Lead

Benzene

3,7E-02

8,45+00
5.9E-01
1.25+01
1.65-05

mg/kg

mg/kg
mg/kg
rng,g
mg/kg

1.2E-07
t4E-05
2.0E-05

--
--

2.6E12

6.8E-13
1.45-07
2.1E-08
8.25-jo

--
9.5E-10

6.OE-08
15E-06
1.9E-06

—

-.
8.3E-13

07
6.SE-05
Tö-05

--
--
--

6.05-07
8.E-05
1.15-04
8.2E-10

..
9.55-10

PRLS-Ol4South-
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
0-lottE,ga,

Carbontetrachioride
Chloroform

11-Dichloroethane
1,1-Dichioroethene
Tetrachloroethene
Trichloroethene

PCB-1260 (arochlor

1.1E-03
1.3E-04
4.6E-04
9.75-05
2.7E-05
4.2E-04•

mg/kg
mg/kg
mgg
mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg

2.55-l0
6.4E-12
4.1E-12
9.15-11
2.2E12
9.9E-12

9.8E-08
5.85-09
1.55-O9
'1.1E•08
3.55-10
2.E-09

8.2E-11
2.15-12
1.35-12
2.95-11
7.25-13
3.2E-12

--

•-

98E-08
5.8&09
1.5E-09
1.15-08
3.5E10
2.6E-09

. .

1260) 3,7E-02 rngñg 1.OE-07 6.85-13 8.05-08 40E-07 6.OE-07
TOTAL

• .
2.OE-05 14E-O7 20E-06 9.05-05 LE-04

Groundwater Groundwater
.

PAL S-014 South -
Groundwater

Arsenic --
•-
--
--
--
--

--
--
--
--' --
--

.- -- — -- --
--
--
--
--
--

- -- .- _::_._ --Beryllium
Lead --

—

--
--

-- -- --
--
-.
--

-- --Benzene
Carbon tetrachloride

Chloroform

-.

On-site il-Dichloroethane -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Direct Contact li-Dichloroethene -- -- -- -- - ......

Tetrachloroethene -- -- -- -- -.
Trichioroethene

PCB-1260 (arochlor
1.SE+00

•

g/j_ 365-07 1.E-6 6.05-08 -- t.6E-06,

1260) -- -- -- -- — -- —

TOTAL 36E-07 1.2E-06 6.OE-08 •- 2E-06

PRL 8-014 South TOTAl. (soil t02 ft bgs + groundwater) 8.E-05
PRL 6-014 South TOTAL (soil (0-10 ft bgaj + groundwater) 1 .E-04

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor PopulatIon: Outdoor Occupational
Receptor Age: Adult

Exposure Exposure Point

.

Exposure Point
carcinogenlc Ft -k

Exposure Routes
Medium Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Concentration Concentration Units Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Produce Total

Soil Soil

PAL S-014 North -
Soil On-site PCB-1260 (arochior

Direct Contact
(0-2 ft bgs)

1260) 3.4E+00 mg/hg 1.05-06 3.05-11 4.05.06 -- 5.OE-06
TOTAL

•

1.OE-06 3.OE-11 4ME-06 5E.06

PRLS-Ol4South-
Soil On-site

DirectContact
'0-2 ft b 5'S

Arsenic 6.IE÷O0 mg/kg
mgPg•
mg/kg

1.65-06
--
--

7.25-09 1.15-06 -- 2.75-06
4.E-10 -- 4.2E-10Beryllium 6.4E-01

-- -- -Lead 3.2E+ø1
Bensene

Carbon tetrachloride
Chloroform

11-Dichloroethane

1,6E-05 rr/kg
rngikg

2.95-13
2.85-1 1
7.1E-13
4.6E-13
1.05-11
2.55-13
1.15-12.

3.55-12
3.6E-1 0
2.15-11
5.55-12
4.OE-11
1.3E-12

6.SE-13
6.4E-1 1
1.65-12
1.05-12
2.3E-11
5.75-13

..

—

--

.,.....
—

4.4E12
4.5E-1 0
2.3E11
7,OE-12
7.3E-11
2.IE-12

1 .1 5-03

1.3E-04
4.6'E-04

mg/kg

mg/kg
me/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg

1,1-Dichtoroethene 9.7E-0
Tetrachioroetherte 2.75-05
Trichloroethene 4.25-04

•

9.5E-12 2.55-12 1.3511
PCB-1260 (arochlor

•

1260) OlE-OS mgkg 1.OE-08 3.OE-13 4.OE-08 -- 6.05-08
TOTAL t6E-06 8.1E-09 L1E-06 — 3.E-06

Scenario Timetrame: Future
Receptor Population: indoor OccupatIonal
Receptor Age: Adult

Exposure
.

Exposure Point

. .

Exposure Point
.

( tarcinogenlc A ______
Exposure Routes

Medium
Soil

Medium
Soil

Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Concentration Concentration Units Ingestion Inhalation Derrnal Total

PAL S-014 North -
Soil On-site PCB-1260 (arochlor

DireotContact
(0-2 ft bgs)

1260) 3.4E+00 mg/kg -- -- — -- --
TOTAL -- -• -- "

PFILS-Ol4South-
Soil On-site

DirectContact
(0-2 ft bgs)

Benzene
Carbontetrachloiide

Chloroforni
il-Dichloroeftiane

1,65-05 mg/kg -- 1.15-10 --
--
--
-
--

--
--

1.15-10
1.1508
6.6E10
1.7E10
1.3E09
4.05-11

1.1E-03 rng/k -- 1.1E-08
1,35-04 rn/kg

•
-- 6.6E-10

4.6E-04 ni5/kg -- 1.7E-10
1,1-Dichloroethene 9.75-05 mg/kg -- 1.35-09
Tetrachloroethene 2.7E-0S mi/kg -- 4.05-1 1 -- --

Trichloroethene 4.2E-04 mg/kg -- 2.9E-10 -- - 2.9E10
PCS-t260 (arochlor

.

1260) 3,75-02 mg/kg -- -- - -- -
TOTAL

• - . 1.4E-08 '-- •- tE-08

Scenario Timeframe Future
Receptor Population: Construction Worker
Receptor Age: Adult

Exposure Exposure Point Exposure PoInt
(arcinoenic P IL____

EXPOSUre Routes
Medium MedIum Eosure Point Chemical of Concern Concentration Concentration Units Ingestion Inhalation Demial Produce Total

Soil Soil PRLS-Ol4North-
Soil On-site PCB-1260 (arochlor

DirectContact
(0-l5ftbgs)

1260) 3.4E+00 mgikg 2.OE-07 4.05-13 2.05-07 - 4.05-07
TOTAL 20E-07 4.05-13 20E-O7 4.E07

PRLS-Ol4South-
Soil On-site

DireetContact
(0-l5ftb 5'g

Arsenic 6.1E+00 mg/kg 8.75-07 3.65-07 2.5E-07 1.5E-06
Beryllium 6.4E-01 mgñg •- 1.45-08 -- 1.4E08

Lead 3.2E+01 mg/kg -- -- — —

Benzene 1,6E-O5 mg/kg 1.IE-13 7,1E-13 1.OE-13 9.2E-13
Carbon tetrachloride

•

Chioràtorii
1,15-03
1.3E04

mg/kg
mg/kg

1.15-li
2.7E-13

1.OE-10
3.5E-1

1.OE-11
2.6E-13

--
--

1.25-10
4.OE-12

11-Oichloroethane 4.65-04 mgikg 1.85-13 1.05-12 1.75-13 1,4E-12
il-Dichioroethene 9.15-05 mg/kg 3.95-12 1,7E-11 3.7E-12 -- 2.5E-11
Tetrachioroethene 2.7E-05 'mg/kg 9.65-14 3.9E-13 9.15-14 5.8E13

Tichloroethene 4.2E-04 md/kg 4.3E-1'S 2.75-12 4.05-13 3.55-12
PCB-1260 (arochlor

1260) 3.75-02 mg/kg 5,OE-09 1.OE-14 7.OE-09 -- 1.0E08
TOTAL &8E-07 3.7E-07 2.6E-07 -- 21-06

LRAIPROD#1
RDD/04034001 8 (CAI-t2054.tds) 04/09/2004
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PRL $-014 South Receptor Hazard Index (soJJ O.2 ft bgs) + groundwater) a 4.E-O1
PAL 5-014 South Receptor Hazard Index (soil fO-lO ft bgsj + groundwater) 5.E-01

LRA P ROD #1
RDD/o4034OO8 (CAH2OS4xi) Pge1 of a 04109/2004

Scenario Timetrame: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Ace: Adult

PRL S-014 North -
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-2 it bra

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemical ot Concem
Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration

Units
Ptlmary

Taroet Oroart

Non-Caie4c Haza Ouotient

Ingestion Inhalation Dermai Produce

Exposure
Routes
Total

P(R-1 AO (rnn.,hlnr I R04
TOTAL

S mp/kg

Arsenic

2.OE-O1 3.OE-06

PRLS-Ol4North-
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
is-i o it bosi

PCB-1260 (aroohior 260) 1 .3E÷0O mo/kg — 9.OE-02 1 .OE-D6 5.OE-02 6.OE-01 8,OE-01
TOTAL LOE-02 I .OE-06 LOE-02 6.OE.01 B.OE.01

2.OE-01 5.05-OR

I flP-fll

e.iEOO

LOS-Ui
, nP.no

mo/ka

20E+0O 2.05+00

vascular 2.8E-d2 6.E-06 3.3E-03 2.59-01 2.eE-O1

PAL S-014 South
Soil On-site

Direct Contact

(0-2 it bgs)

Beryllium 64E-O1

.

mg/lp

Small
Intestine;

Lunge 4.45-04 3.4E-05 1,75-05 2.4E-03 2.95-03

Copper

.

2.7E+01 m/k
Castro-
intestinal
system 1.OE-03 2.25-07 4.OE-05 4.25-03 5.25-03

Lead : 3.25+01 mg/kg -- -- --_ — — —

Vanadium

.

5,85+01 mg/kS
Liver and

kIdney 1,1E-02 2.55-06 4.5E-04 4.7E-02
1.15-03

--
--
—

—

5.85-02
1.45-03
3.95-06
1.8E-05
2.1E-03
1.3E-05

Zinc
Acetone
Benzene

CarbonTetrachlotide
Chlorotomt

Dichlorodifluoromathsne
li-Dlchloroethane
Il-Dichloroethene

cis-12-Oichtoroethene

Ethylbenzena

690÷01 mO/kg Blood 2:7E-o4
i.5E-07
7.5E-06
2.15-06
1.85-08
8.75-10

tOE-OS
3iE-04
1.OE-05

: 2.IE.03

13E-ô5
1.85-08

1.15-05
6.1E08
3.05.09
8.4E-07
7.25-09

1.IE-02
1.65-05
1115-03
1.3E-04
9,85-05

no/k9
mo/kg
mg
mo/its
m/1Q
mo/ko
mg/kg
me/kg

m'k

ldney
Blood
Liver
Liver
Liver 2.7E-10

2.55-09
5.95-09
3.7E-10

3.8E-ii

—

—

—

—

—

1.8E-08
3.4E-06
1.2E-05
6.9E-07

2.6E-08

4.65-04
9.7E-05
6.75-06.

7.05-08

Kidney
Liver
Blood

Liver and
kidney

6.3E-09
1.E-Oê
9.2E-t0

9,55-11

3.45-06
1.2E0
6.9E-07

2.OE-08

Propene 7.6E-08 ma/kg
• .2 :

•

Styrene 3.35-05 mItg Blood and liver 2.2E-10 8,85-08 8.95-11 -- 8.85-08
Teirachloroethene . 2.7E-05 mu/kg Liver 3.8-09 3.15-07 1.55-09 — 3.2E-07

Groater Groater

Toluene
Triohloroe
:hioroethe
rD-i 22-hi
rotluoromi
ilmethylbt
rimethyibs

Xvlens

4.2E-04

2.SE-05 meAn
Liver and
kidney 1.79-10 2.3E-07

1,3S-T

mo/ks
7.2E-O6 mo/Ito 2.su-i0 9.5-tt9

5.2E-05

6.85-11
1 .1 E-10

PCB-1260 (aroctttor 1280) 3.7E-02
I 2P-04

TOTAL

9,8E-08 7.8E-05 3.8E-08

mo/ko Lunas

Araen

2.35-07
2.85-08
7.8E-05
1.75-09
2.5E-06
3.2E-05

Beryllium

1.4E-O9 2.35-05 5.7E-10
Dêoréasd---- A_OP-Il 2SE-O9ma

mO/ka

mo/ko5.95-01

3.29-11

— 2.3E-05

Small
intestine;

Luflas

3.OE-03 3.OE-08 2.OE-03 2.05-02 2.OE-02

4.48-02 t3E-03 S.8E-03 3.2E.01 3.7E-01

3.BE-02 88E-08 4.65-03 3.5E-01 3.9E-0l

2.35-08

4.05-04 3.1E-OS 1.85-05 2.2E-03 2.85-03

PRL S-014 South
Soli On-site

Direct Contact
(0-10 it bgs)

Copper

.

2.5E+01 mg/k5

Castro-
intestinal
system 9.2E-04 2.15-07 3.75-05 3.8E-03 4.8E-03

Lead 1 ,E+Oi mg/kg -- -- . -. — --

Uverand
Vanadium

Zinc
Acetone
Benzene

CarbonTetrachlotide
Chloroform

Dichioroditluoromethane
Il-Dichioroethano
il-Dichioroethene

c/s-l2-Dichloroethene

Sthyibenzene

7.55+01
5.15+01

mg/kg
• mg/kg

kidney
Blood

1.55-02
2.3E04

3.35-08
5.25-08

5.88-04
9.3E-06

6.15-02
9.75-04

-
--
—

--

7.75-02
1,2E-03
3.95-06
1.OE-OS

2.15-03
1.35-05

'1,iE-02
1,65-05
1.1E-03
1.35-04
98E-05

mo/ku
mo/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg

Kidney
Blood
Uver
LIver
Liver

1.55-07
7.55-09
2.1E-66
1.85-08
6.75-10

3.7E-08
1.05-05
2.IE-03
1.3E-05
1.85-06

8.1E08
3.05-09
8.45-07
7,25-09
2.7E.10
2.5E-09
5.95-09
3.75-10

3,85-11

--
—

--
-

—

1.85-06
3.4E-06
1.25-05
6.9E07

265-08

4.6E-04
975-d5
675-06

7.05-06

mg/ku
mo/kg
mg/kg

mo/tg

Kidney
Liver

Blood
L&ersnd
kidney

6.SE-09
15E-08
9.2E-1O

9.55-11

3.4E-06
'l.2E-05
6.95-07

2.6E-08
Propene 7 tiE 06 mg/kg — — — — —

Stymne
Tetrschtomethene

3,35-05
2.75-05

mg/kg
mkg

iood and live
Liver

2.25-10
3.85-09

8.8E-08
alE-07

8.9E-11
1.SE-09

—

--
8.85-08
3.20-07

Tr
-Tdchlc
Trlchit
1.2.4-

Toluene
Trichloroel
:hloroethe
o-1 22-id
rotluoromt
rimethylbo
rimethylbo

)vlsr1C5

. c_.

mg/kg4,2E-04
I .3E-05
4,6E-04
7.7E-05
5.25-05

2.55-05 mo/ks
User and
kIdney- 1.7E-1O 2.35-07 6.85-11 2.SE-07

me 7,25-06 ,g/kg — 2.8E-1O 2.8E-O8 1.15-10 -- 2.8E-08

PcB-1260 (a00nlor 12601

mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg

mn/kn1 2A-n4

TOTAL
Arsenic

Beryllium

7.8E-05
1.70-09
2.5E-06
3.2E-05
2.30-05

9.60-08 7.8E-05 3.8E-08
Brain S.èE-13 1.E-09 2.40-13

Cellular 2,15-09 2.5E-06 8.4E-10
Lungs 211E-09 S.2E-05 8.4E-10
Lunga 1.4E-09 2.35-05 5.7E-10

Decreased
hodyweight 8.OE-11 235-OS 3.25-11

-- .
3.0E03

_________ 5.85-02
Vascular —

Small
intestine;

Lunas --

2.OE-02 2.00-02
&4E.Oi 5.OE-Oi

PAL 5-014 South.
Groundwater

On-site
Direct Contact

Copper — —

Castro-
intestinal
system — — —

Lead — .- -- — -- —

Vanadium
Zinc

Acetone
Benzene

Carbon Tetrachlotide
Chlorotomi

Dichiorodltluoromethsne
11-Dichioroeihane
li-Dichioroethene

Cfs-1,2-Dichioroethene

—

—
—

—
.

—
-.
.-
—

Liver and
kidney
Blood
Kidney
Blood

--
—

--
—

-.
—

—

--

—

—
—
—

—

—

—
—

—

—
—
—

—
— .

—

Liver
. Uver

Liver
Kidney
Liver
Blood

—

--
--
--
—

—

--
—

—

—

—

--

—

—

--
- --

——

Ethylbenzene — —
Liver and
kidney — — —

Propene .__—
— . -. — -- --

Styrene — — Blood and live

.

— — —

Tetrachioroethene -. — Liver — -- —

Toluene
1,11-Trichioroethane

Trichlorathene
1 ,1 2-Trichloro-1 22-ttltluoroathsne

Trlchlorotluoromethane
I ,2,4-Trimethylbenzene
1 35-Ttlmethyibenzene

Xylenes

-. —
Uver and
kidney — .- —

— . — '-
1.65+00

—
.

—

.

ug/L-
—
—

—

Bmin
Cellular
Lungs

7.30-03
--
—

3.7E-02
--
—

1.45-03
--
—

— —
Lungs

Decreased

•- — —

2,15÷00 p.g/L bodywelght 2.95-05 1.4E-04 2.35-05
PCB-1260 (arochior 1260) — . — -- . . .

4.65-02

1 .9E-04

465-02TOTAL 7.35-03 3.7E-02 14E-03
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Table Al-S
Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens
PRI. S-014

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Rcentnr Aaa Child

PRL S-014 North-
SoD On-site

Direct Contact
(0-2 ft bus)

plo'
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-2 ft bes)

Soil On-site
Direct Contact
(O-O ft bga)

PPL S-CU So,jth -
Groundwater

Ott-site
Direct Contact

mo/io Kidney
rn/k BIoo

7.OE.06 9.OE-Ol 5.OE+OO 8.OE+OO

2.OE+OO 7.OE.06 9.05.01 5.OE.OO 8.05+00

n Ah1 ttF-fl COP-ni 97F.fll

PRL 5-014 South Receptor Hazard Index (loll (0-2 ft bgsJ + groundwater) z 1.5+00
PRL S-014 South Receptor Hazard Index (soil (0-10 ft bgsj + groundwater) 2.5.00

LRA IF ROD #1
RDD/04034001 5 )CAH2054.nls) Page 2 of a O4/O'2OO4

Soil so"
Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration

Units
Pdmary Tatet

Organ Ingestion Inhalation

Non-arOlraenic_Haza

Demtal

Quotient

Produce

Exposure
Routes
Total

PCS-1 260 (arochlor 1 2601 3.45+00
TOTAl.

rno/ko 2.OE+00

Arsenic

PRL 5-014 NOrth -
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-1 0 ft bOs)

PCB-1 280 Darochior 1260) 1 .3E+00 mg/kg — 8,OE-0l 3.05-06 4.05-01 2,00+00 3.05+00
TOTAL 8:05-01 3.05.06 4.OE-01 2.OEsOO 3.05+00

6.1E÷OQ mglkg Vascular

Zinc

Beryllium 6.4E-0l mglkg

Small
intestIne;

Lungs 4.10-03 2.45-05 l,2E-04 6.5E-03 1.1E-02

Copper 2.7E+01 mgflg

. Qastro-

intestinal
system 9.4E-03 l.SE-07 2.7E-04 l.2E02 2.2E-02

Lead 3.2+01 mg/kg .. .- — — -- -

Vanadium 5.SE+O1 mg/kg
Llverand
kidney 1.lE-0l

.

l.8E-06 3.1E-03 1,35-01 2.4E-01

Acetone 1.10-02
5.9u+ul ma/Ca tiI000 2.5E-02

i,1-E

1 .GE-05

1.15-03
1.3E-04
9.8E-05
4.èE-04

1.40-05
430-08 7.2E-05 3.10-03 2.SE-02

ma/ka Kidney 5.9E-08—S_ 9.7E-05 mg/kg LIver 1 .4E-07
6.70-06 mg/tg Blood 8.6E-09

7,OE-06 ma/Ca

2.6E-06 4.1 5-07
7.3E-06 2.00-08
1 SE-OS 5:7E-o6
9.BE-08 4.90.08
1.35-06 1.8-09
2.4E-06 1.7E-08
5.7E-06 4,OE-08
5.OE-07 2.50-09

1.8E-08 2.SE-10
Liver and
kidney 8.9E-10

1.30-06
2.5E-06
6.90-06
5.1 E-07

1.90-08

R, 5.tt1

Propene 7,60-06 mourn — -- - — — —

Styrene 3.3E-05 mn/kg Iloodandlive 2.1E-09 6.SE-08 OlE-b -- 6,80-08
Tetrachioroelhene 2.7E-05 ma/kg User 3.50-08 2.2E-07 1.OE-08 -. 2.7007

Toluene
1,1,1-Trlchloroethane

Tdchloroethene
1 .1 ,2-Tdchloro-1 ,22-trllluoroethane

Trichiorolluoromethane

l,2,4-Trlmethylbenzene
135-TOmethylbensene

.

2.5E-05
7.2E-06
4,2E-04
i.3E-05
4.60-04
.7E-05
5.E-05.

mlg
mg/kg
mg/kg
rug/kg
mg/kg

Liverand
kidney

--
—

Brein
Cellular
Lungs
Lungs

Decreased

leE-OS
2.60-09
9.00-07
5.6E-12

,

1.80-07
2.OE-08
5.SE-05
1.2E-09

4,65-10 — 1,8E-07
7.8E-10 .- 2.30-08
Z6E-07 -- 5.75-05
1.65-12 — 1.20-09

1.8E-06
2.35-05
1.8E.05

1.85-08
8.00-02
1.45.00
t40+00

1.OE-02

2.0-08
2.05-08
E-O8'

1.SE-06
2.SE-05
1.8E-O5

5.7009
5.7E-09
2.90-09

2.2E-10
I,CE-02
3.15.02
3.1E-02

1.15-04

--
—

—

—

5,00-02
8.9E-01
9.6E-01

8.OE-03

ng/kg
•

mg/kg

Xylenes
PCB-1280(arochlorl25o)

12E-04
3.7E-02

mgltg
mo/ka

bodyweight
—

7.40-10
2.OE-02

1.75-08
7.00-OS

TOTAl. 4.3E-0l 1.75-03
Arsenic 8.4E+00 mg/1 Vascular 3.6E-01 2.00-05

Beryllium 5.90-01 mo/kg

Small
intestine;

Lungs 3.80-03 7.30-05

Copper 2.50+01 mg/kg

Gastro-
intestinal
system 8.8E-03 4.8E-07 2.55-04 1.1E-02 2.OE-02

Lead 1.2E+Q1 mg/kg -- -- -- -- -- •-

Vanadium 7.55+01 mg'tg
Liverand
kidney 1,4E-0l 7.85-06 4,OE-03 1.75-01 3.1 5-01

Zinc 5.'lE+Ol mg/kg Blood 2.2E-03 1.20-07 6.3E-05
4.IE-07
2.05-08
5.7E.08
4.95-08
1.8E-09
1.7E-08
4.05-08
2.55-09

2.8E-l0

2.70-03
—

-
—

—_..
—

—

—

—

5.OE-03
1.00-05
2.40-08
4.95-OS
3.1E-05
4.2E-08
8.05-08
2.80-05
1.8E-08

8.15-08

Acetone
Benzene

CarbonTetrachlodde
Chlorotorm

Dlchiorodltluoromethane
1,1-Dlchloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethene

cis-1,2-Dichloroelhene

Ethylbenzene

1.1E-02
1.60-05
1.1E-03
1.30-04
9.8E-05
4.60-04

•

g,7E-O5
6,7E-06

7.05-06

mg/kg
mQ'kg
mg/kg
mg/kg
ma/lg
molg
mg/kg
mg'kg

mg/kg

Kidney
Blood
Liver
Liver
Liver

KIdney
L)vér
Blood

. Liver and
kidney

1.4E-06
7,00-08
2.00-05
1.7E-07
8,3E-O9
5.90-08
1.40-07
seE-os'
8.95-10

8.SE-08
2.40-05
4.95-03
3.1E-05
4.2E-06
7.9E-06
2.BE-O6
l.SE-06

6.00-08
Propene 7.80-06 mg/kg -- -- , — -- — --

Styrene 3.35-05 mcs'ka lood and live 2.15-09 2.10-07 6.15-10 -- 2.15-07
Tetrachioroelhene 2.7E-O mg/kg Liver 3.50-OS 7.1E-07 1.00-08 — 7.60-07

Toluene
l,1,1-Trlchloroethune

Trichioroethene
112-Trichloro-12,2-tritluaroelhane

Trichlorotluoromethane
1,2,4-Trlmelh1benzene
1,35-Trimethytbenoene

Xylenea

2.50-05 mg/kg
Liverand
kidney

'

1.60-09

,

5.30-01
8.85-08
1.80-04
4.E-O9
5.90-08
7.80-05

4.65-10
7.60-10
2.8E-07
t65-12
5.7E09
5.75-09

—

--
-
.-
--

5.35-07
8.9008
1.BE-04
4.0E09
5.95-08
7.85-05

7.20-06
4.20-04
1.30-05
4.80-04
7.70-05

mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg
ma/kg

' --

--
Brain

Cellular
Lungs

2.65-09
9.00-07
5.60-12
2.OE-08
2.OE-08

5.2E-05 mg/kg
•

Lunor 1.3E-08 5.SE-05 3.95.09 .. 5.3E05

1,20-04 mg/kg
Decreased

bodyweight

'
7.4E-10 5.45-08 2.28-10 — 5.55-08

PCB-1260 (arochlor 1260) 3.70-00 rt/kg -- 2.OE-02 7.05-08 1.05-02 5.05-02 8.OE-02

Groundwater
TOTAL

Groundwater Aranflin
5.3E-01 S.4E-03 4.65.02 t2E-i40 teE+0O

Beryllium --
•i
--

matl
intOtlne;
Lungs • • ..

Copper -- .-

Castro-
intestinal
system — — --

Lead
•

— -- :. .. ..

Vanadium
Zinc

Acetone
Benzene

Carbon Tetrachloride
Chloroform

Dichioroditluoromethane
1,1-Dichloroelhane
1,1-Dichloroethene

dis-12-Dlchloroelhene

Ethylbensene

--
-.
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--

--

—

-.
--
--
—

--

Liver and
kidney
Blood
Kidney
Blood
Liver
Over

--
--
--
—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—
--
—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—.

-
—

—

.-

—

--
--
--
--
.

--

Liver
Kidney
User
Blood

Liverand •

kidney

—

--
--
--

—

Propane -- -- , -- .
— - --

Styrene -- — Blood and live — — —

Tetrachloroethene -- -- - Liver — — —

Toluene
I -Trichloroel

Trichloroethe
Ichloro-1 2,2-till
Ichlorotluoroms
2,4-TImelhlbe
3,5-Tilmelhyibe

Xvlanaa 2 I F...nn

I .05-01

4.45-04

1.OE-01

PUB-i

Liver and
kidney

Brain -
Cellular __________
Lungs —

L(jngs _________
Decreased
bodyweight 6.7E-05_ a n.ns S 7F.nC
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Table A1-5
Risk Characterization Summary -NonCarcnog.na
PRLS-014

PRL S-014 North -
Sofi On-site

Direct Contact
(0-i B ft best

S
• McClellan AR # 5488 Page

óf

LRA P POD #1
AOtD/040340018 (CAH2054.xIs) Page 3 of S 04/09/2004

3cenarlo Timotrame: Future
oceptor Population: Outdoor Occupational
teceptor Age: Adult

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern
Exposure Point
Concentration

Expoaure Point
Conoentretion

Units
P4ma# Target

Otan lneution inhalation

enic

Detmal Produce

Exposure
ROUt9S

Total

Soil Soil
PRL S-014 North -

Soil On-ails
DireotContact PCB-1260(arochlorl26oi .4E+O0 ma/kg — 8OE-02 2.OE-06 3.0E01 — 4.OE-O1

iO-2 ft bgs) TOTAI
.

8.OE-02 2.OE.06 3.OE-O1 — 4.OE-O1

Arsenic 6.IE+OO mo/ks Vascular 99EO3 4.4E-06 6SE-03 — 17E-02
:

Small
intestine

Ser,llium 64E-0 mb/kg Lungs 1.BE-04 2.4E05 3,6E-05 — 2.2E-04

Gaatro-
intestinal

Copper 27E÷O1 ma/kg system 3.6E-04 1.6E-O7 8.2E05 — 4.4EO4

Lead 3.2E+O1 mo/kg -. •• . — — — —

Liver and
Vanadium 585+01 mg/kg kidney 41E-03 1.8E-06 9.2E-04 — 5.OE-03

Zinc 5.9+Ol mo/kg Blood 9.6E-05 4.3E08 2.2EO5 — 1.2E04
Acetone 1.IE-02 mo'kg Kidney 5.4E•O8 1.5E-08 1.2E-07 — 1.9E-07

Benzene 1.6E-05 ma/kg Blood 2.7E-09 5.7E-08 6.1E09 -- 6.6E08
CarbonTetrachloride 1.1E-03 mo'kg Liver 7.5E07 1.2E.05 1.7E.06 1.4E05

Chloroform 1:3E-o4 • mQOg Liver 8.4E-09 7.5E.08 1.5E08 •- 9.6EO8

Dichloroditiuomrnethane 9SE-05 mgllm Liver 2.4E-1'O 1.1E-08 5.5ElO - 1,2E08

PRLS-014S th 1,1-Dichloroethane 4.8E-04 mo/kg Kidney 2.ãE-09 1.9E-08 5,1E-09 — 2GE-08

Soil On-site

-
1,lDichloroethene 9.7E-05 ñro/kg Liver 5.3E-09 7.OE-08 I.2E-08 — 8.7E08

Direct Contact c/s-i ,2-Dichloroethene 6.7E-06 mo/kg Blood 3.3E-i0 3.8E-09 7.56-10 -- 4.96-09

p0-2 ft b
Liver and

Ethylbenzene 7.OE-06 mg/kp kidney 3.46-11 1.4E-10 7,8E-ii - 2.5Ei0
Propene 7.65-06 mg/kg — -. — — — —

Styrene 3,36-05 mg/kg Bloodandlive 8.OE-ll 4.76-10 1.86-10 — 7.SE-i0

Tetrachioroethene 2.7E-05 thg/kg Liver l.3E-09 1,7E-09 3.1E09 — 6,16-09

Liver and
Toluene 2.56-05 mo/kg kidney 6.16-li 1.36-09 1,46-10 -- 1.56-09

1,i,1-Ttlchloroethane 7,2E-06 mo/kg -• 1.05-10 leE-b 2.36-10 — 4.9E10
Trichioroethene 4.25-04 mo/kg -- 3.4E-08 4.4E-07 7.96-08 -- 5.5E-07

1,i,2-Trichioro-1,2,2-tritluoroethane i.3E-05 mg/kg Brain 2.1E13 9.86-12 4.86-13 -- i.OE-li
Trtchlorotluoromethane 4.6E-04 no/kg Cellular 7.5E-1O 1.56-08 1.7E09 1.7E08

i,2,4-Trlmethy$berrzene 7.75-05 trig/kg Lungs 7.5E-b0 l.7E-07 1.7E-09 — l.7E-07

i,3,5-TCmethbenzene .2E-O5 mg/kg Lungs 5.1E-l0 i.2E-07 i.2E-09 i.2E07
Decreased

Xylenes 1.2E-04 mg/kg bodyweight 2.86-li 1.26-10 8.56-11 — 2.16-10

PCB-1260(arochlori260) 3.7E-02 mg/kg -- 9.OE-04 2.OE-08 3.0E03 — 4.OE-03

TOTAL 1.66-02 4.36-05 1.1E—02 — 2.76-02

Scenario Timeframe: Future

Receptor Population: Indoor Occupational
Receptor Age: Adult

Medium Exposure Medium Expouure Point Chemical of Concern
Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration

Units
Primary Target

Organ

Non-Cartl,ctenlo Hazant Quotient

Ingestion Inhalation Derssal Produce

Exposure
Routes
Total

Soil Soil
PAL S-014 North -

Soil On-site
Direct Contact PCB-1260 (arochior 1260) 3.4E+0Q mg/kg — -- -. —

(0-2 ft bgs) TOTAL — —

Acetone 1,15-02 mg/kg Kidney — 4.76-07 — .. 4.7E07
Benzene 1.6E-05 mg/kg Blood — 1.86-08 — — i.8E-06

CarbonTetrachioride 1.iE-03 mg/kg Liver -- 3.76-04 — — 3,7E-04

Chloroform i.3E-b4 mg/kg Liver — 2.3E-06 -. — 2.3E-06

Dichiorodifluoromethane 9.8E-05 mg/kg Liver — 3.36-07 — — 3.3E07
1,1-Dichioroethane 4.éE-04 mg/kg Kidney — 5.8E-07 -- — 5.6E07

l,i-D)chloroethene 9.7E-0 mg/kg Uver — 2.2E-06 — — 2.26-06

cis-i,2-Dichloroethene 6.7E-06 mg/kg Blood — b.2E07 — 1.2E07
Liver and

Ethylbenzene 7.OE-06 mg/kg kidney — 4.SE-09 — &5E09

PAL S-014 South - Propene 7.6E-06 mg/kg -- — — — -- —

Soil On-site
Direct Contact Styrene 3.3E-05 mg/kg Plood and live — 1.56-08 — — i.5E08

(0-2 ft bgs) Tetrachloroethene 2.7E-05 mg/kg Liver — 5.4E-08 — — 5.4E08
Liver and

Toluene 2.5E-05 mg/kg kidney
— 3.9E-08 — -- 3.9E-08

i,1,1-Trichloroethane 7.25-06 mg/kg — — 5.OE-09 — — 6.0E09
Trlchloroethene 4.2E-04 mg/kg — — b.4E-05 — — i.4E05

1,I,2-Trlchloro-l2,2-ttitiuoroethane 1.35-05 mg/kg Brain — 3.06-10 — . 3.OEl0
Trichlorotluoromethune 4.6E-04 mg/kg Cellular — 4.SE-01 -. .. 4.5607
1,2,4-Trlmethylbenzene 7,7E-05 mg/kg Lungs — 5.3E-06 — 5,3E08
1,3,5-Trlmethylbenzene 5.2E-05 mg/kg Lungs -- 3.86-08 -_ 3.8E06

Decreased
Xylenes 1.2E-04 mg/kg body weight * 3.8E-09 — — 3.66-09

PCB-i260 (aroohlor 1260) 3.7E-02 mg/kg -- — •- — — —

TOTAL -. 4.OE-04 — — 4.06-04

Scenario Timef rams: Future
Receptor Population: Construction Worker
Receptor Age: Adult

Non-Carclrcgenic Hazad Quotient

Exposure Point Exposure
Exposure Point Concentration Primary Target Routes

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Concentration Units Organ Ingestion Inhaletion Dermal Produce Total
Soil Soil

PCB-1 260 (arochtor 1260)
TOTAL
Arsenic

3.46+00 mo/ka

6.15+00 ma/so

3.OE-0i 8.OE-06 4.OE-0i
3.OE-01 8.06-06 4.OE-01

Vascular 1 .3E-0i 5.8E-03 3.BE-02

7 nr.nl
7.OE-01
I 7F.lrI

Soil On-site
Direct Contact

(0-15 ft bgs)

. Small
Inteeline;

Beryllium

Copper

6.4E-01

2,7E+01

mg/kg

mg/kg

Lungs
Gsstro-

Intestinal
system

1.46-03

3.25-03

2.06-02

1.3E-04

1.3E-04

3.06-04

--

•-

2.26-02

3.66-03
Lead 3.2E+Oi mo/kg -- — — ..

Vanadium 5.8E+0l mg/ftp

Liver and
kidney 5.06-02 2.1E-03 4.86-03

7.SE-O5
4.96-07
2.46-06
6.9E-06
5.96-08
2.26-09
2,16-08
4.8E-O8
3.OE-09

3.1E-10

-
--
—

--
--
--
—

—

—

--

—

5.7E02
9.1E04
1.06-06
3.4E-07
9.8E-05
4.2E-07
1.9E-07
i.3E-07
8.46-07
2.2E-08

1.4E-09

Zinc 5.95+01 mg/kg Blood 8.05-04 3.36-06
Acetone l.1E-02 mg/kg KIdney 5.2E-07 6.1E-18

2.6E-08 2.9E-07
7.2E-06 8.4E-05
6.2E-08 3.06-07
2.3E-09 1.96-07
2.2E-08 8.7E-08
StE-OS 7.45-07

Benzene 1.6E-05 mg/kg Blood
Carton Tetrachloride 1.1 E-03 mg/kg Liver

Chlorotorm
Dlchloroditiuoromethane

1,1-Dichloroethane
i,i-Dichloroethene

c/s-i ,2-Dichloroethene

1 .8E-04

9.8E-05
4.66-04
9.7E-05
6.75-06

mg/kg
mg/kg
ma/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg

mg/kg

Liver
Liver

Kidney
Lii,er
Blood

Liver and
kidney

3.25-09 i.6E-08

3.3E-10 7.2E-10Ethylbensene 7.OE-06
Propene , 7,E-O6 mg/kg — — —

Styrene 3.36-05 no/kg tlood and live 7,76-10 8.1E-i0 7.3E-10 — 2.1E-09
Ietrachloroeihene 2.7E-Q5 mo/kg Liver 1.36-08 l.3E-08 1.26-08 3.8E08

Toluene
Inchloroel
:hloroethe
0-i 2,2-fri
rot luoromr

rlmethylbe
rimethhlbs

y'jlAnA

2.55-05 mg/kg
7.2E-06 mg/kg
4.25-04 mo/kg
1.35-05 mg/kg

Liver ens
-

kfrIn, Rep-in R tIP-nO SCP.10

4.6E-04 mg/kg
Brain 2.OE-12

I 2Pfl4

— 7.16-09
9.2E-lO — 3.3E-09
3.15-07 -- 3.7E-06
1.9E-12 — 9.BE-1l
6.86-09 — 2.4E-07
8,9E-09
4.7E-09

•-
—

1.9E-07
1.56-07

Decreased
n,n/kn hnth,wInht 27E-10 14E-11 2.66-10 5.46-10

i.OE-02 -. 2.OE-02
L3E-02 — 2.SE-01
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The final human health risk assessment for PRL S-033 is based on 39 confirmation samples
collected west of the building within the excavation footprint and analyzed for PAHs. Data
collected from unexcavated areas at the site and from imported soil used to fill the
excavated area were not included in the risk assessment. This section of the ROD
summarizes the results of the final risk assessment for PRL S-033.

A2.1 Identification of Chemicals of Concern
SevenPAHs were identified as COCs for PRL 5-033. Table A2-1 presents the soil data
summary for PRL S-033. The table includes the range of concentrations for COCs, as well as
the frequency of detection (i.e., the number of times the chemical was detected in the
samples collected at the site), the EPCs, and how the EPCs were derived. In general, the
lower value of the maximum concentration or the upper 95th percent confidence limit on
the arithmetic mean was used as the EPC for COCs detected in more than one sample. All
samples were used in the calculation of the EPCs and a proxy value of one-half the detection
limit was used for nondetects.

A2.2 Exposure Assessment
A conceptual model was developed that describes the potential exposure pathways
associated with soil at PRL S-033 (see Figure 2-3 in Section 2.4 of the ROD). Although

PRL S-033 will likely be used for commercial/industrial or mixed-use purposes in the
future, the residential exposure scenario was evaluated in the human health risk assessment
to provide information for future risk-management decisions.

The following exposure scenario was quantitatively evaluated in the human health risk
assessment:

• Exposure of hypothetical future residents (adults) to soil (0 to 5 feet bgs)

The exposure routes that were considered in the risk assessment include incidental soil
ingestion, inhalation of resuspended particulates, dermal contact with soil, and the ingestion
of homegrown produce.

There was a deviation from the depth intervals used in risk assessments for other McClellan
sites because according to the Removal Action report for PRL S-033, confirmation samples
were collected between 0-5 ft bgs. Although the majority of the samples were collected from
the 0-2 ft bgs depth interval, there was limited information available in the report to confirm
what samples were used in the risk calculation.

No potential sources of groundwater contamination were identified at PRL S-033 during the
RI (OU B RICS, Volume 2 of 9, PRL 5-033, Section 4.2). No contaminants of concern were

RDD/040330023 (CL.R2463.DOC) A2-1
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identified for groundwater at the site and groundwater samples have not been collected.
Therefore, the groundwater exposure scenario was not evaluated.

A213 Toxicity Assessment
The toxicity data that were used in the human health risk assessment are summarized on
Tables A2-2 and A2-3. Health effects are divided into two categories: cancer and non-cancer
effects.

Table A2-2 presents the slope factors used to estimate potential excess lifetime cancer risks
associated with exposure to soil at PRL S-033. As shown on Table A2-2, the oral slope factor
was used to estimate potential risks associated with dermal exposure. These slope factors
were obtained from the California EPA.

Table A2-3 presents the RfDs used to evaluate the potential for non-cancer health effects.
The oral RfL) was used to estimate potential health effects associated with demal exposure.
The RfDs shown on Table A2-3 were based on pyrene as a surrogate.

A2.4 Risk Characterization
Cal-EPA and EPA toxicity values described above were used in the human health risk
assessment along with the exposure information to estimate the potential risks from
contacting residual levels of PAHs in soil at PRL S-033. The risk characterization process
and calculations are described in Appendix A, Section A.1.4. Tables A2-4 and A2-5 present
the potential cancer risk estimates and the non-cancer hazard indexes, respectively, for the
residential exposure scenarios at PRL 5-033. Only the residential risk results are presented in
the Final ROD. These risk results were originally presented in a Removal Action Report for
PRL S-033 and represent residual risks after the removal action was completed. Residential
PRGs were used as cleanup goals for the removal action. Thus, the occupational scenario
was not presented in the Removal Action Report.

The potential cancer risk for soil is as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 5 feet bgs depth interval): 6 x

The potential noncancer risks for soil are as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 5 feet bgs depth interval): <1
• Future child resident (0 to 5 feet bgs depth interval): <1

The risk estimates for the residential scenarios are below EPA's risk management range.
These risk estimates are based on a reasonable maximum exposure and were developed
taking into account various conservative assumptions about the frequency and duration of
the receptor exposure to soil and the toxicity of the COCs. These risk and hazard estimates
were for PAHs only. Metals and VOCs were excluded from the assessment, as they were not
within the exposure area.

The hazard quotients presented in the Removal Action Report (Weston and Kleinfelder,
2002) were corrected here. As presented in Table A2-5, the values are calculated using EPCs
for each PAH and the appropriate chronic toxicity criteria.

A2-2 RDD/040330023 (CLR2463.DOC)
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A2.5 Uncertainties
There are uncertainties associated with the risk estimates for PRL 5-033. The main
uncertainties are as follows:

• Potential risks associated with low levels of VOCs in shallow soil gas were not
calculated for PRL 5-033; therefore, cumulative risks may be underestimated.

• Noncancer health hazards were not evaluated for metals at PRL S-o33; therefore, hazard
indexes may be underestimated. Four metals were detected above background levels
(arsenic, chromium, cobalt, and nickel). HQs were estimated for these metals by
comparing maximum detected concentrations to risk-based soil screening levels for
noncarcinogenic effects including the homegrown produce pathway. The HQ for arsenic
was based on a maximum measured concentration of 18 mg/kg by Method 6010. The
estimated HQs are as follows:

Arsenic HQ =2

Chromium HQ =0.001 (assuming Cr HI)

Cobalt HQ = 0.04

Nickel HQ = 0.2

The combined hazard index for these four metals is 3. Using risk-based screening levels
for noncarcinogenic effects that do not include the homegrown produce pathway and
maximum detected concentrations, the hazard index is 0.9.

• Groundwater samples have not been collected for the site. Therefore, risks from
groundwater are not known and consequently, cumulative risks from potential
exposure to all media may be underestimated.

• Although a site inspection noted no apparent spills in the building, the possibility exists
that leaks from drums may have occurred and the contents may have migrated through
foundation cracks to the subsurface. This results in an uncertainty because sampling was
not conducted beneath foundation cracks. Sampling was conducted however, beneath
the exposed building foundation during the removal action, and results were non-detect
for PAHs.

• Current re-use plans for this site are indefinite, but do not include residential use.
Hence, the use of the residential scenario for the site should be considered hypothetical
at this time.

RDD/040330023 (Ct.R2463.DOC) A2-3



Table A2-1
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations
PRL S-033
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Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium Soil
Exposure Medium Soil

Exposure Point

Chemical
of

Concern

Concentration Detected
(mg/kg) Frequency

of
Detection

95th UCL
Concentration

(mg/kg)

Statistical
Measurea

Exposure Point
Concentrationb

(mg/kg)Mm Max

PRL S-033 - Soil On-site Direct
Contact (0 - 5 ft bgs)

Benzo(a)anthracene 4.OE-03 1 .6E-02 5/39 2.OE-03 95UCL Normal 2.OE-03

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 7.OE-03 2.1 E-02 5/39 3.1 E-03 95UCL Normal 3.1 E-03

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 6.OE-03 1 .2E-02 3/39 1 .5E-03 95UCL Normal 1 .5E-03

Benzo(a)pyrene 1 .OE-02 2.OE-02 4/39 2.3E-03 95UCL Normal 2.3E-03

Chrysene 5.OE-03 1 .8E-02 5/39 2.5E-03 95UCL Normal 2.5E-03

Dibenz(ah)anthracene 2.3E-02 2.9E-02 3/39 3.1 E-03 95UCL Normal 3.1 E-03

Indeno(1 ,2,3-cd)pyrene 7.OE-03 2.4E-02 5/39 2.3E-03 95UCL Normal 2.3E-03
a The statistical measure indicates the basis for the exposure point concentration.
b The exposure point concentration is the lower value of the maximum concentration or the 95th UCL concentration.

g5th UCL = 95 percent upper confidence limit on the mean.

LRA lP ROD #1

RDD/O01
8 (CAH2054.xls) . •2004
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Table A2-2
Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
PAL S-033

. McClellan AR # 5488 Page 23 of 375

flarmatatnway; Inge5Ian, — --

Chemical of Concern
Oral Cancer
Slope Factor

Deimal Cancer
Slope Factor Slope Factor Unite Weight of Evidences Source Date

Benzo(a(anthracene 1 .2E+00 1 .2E+00 (mg/kg-day) B2 PEF

Benzo(b)tluorantherle 1.2E+00 1.2E+00 (mg/kg-day)1 B2 PEP

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1 .2E+00 1 .2E+00 (mg/kg-day)1 92 PEF

Benzo(a)pyrene 1 .2E+01 1.29+01 (mg/kg-dayi1 92 Cal-EPA 2001

Chrysene 1.29-01 1.2E-01 (rng/kg-day) 92 Cal-EPA 2001

Dibenz(ah)anthracene 7.3E+00 7.3E+00 (mg/kg-dayit 02 Cal-EPA 2001

lndeno(1 ,23-cd)pyrene 1 .2E+00 1 .2E+00 (rno/kg-dayI B2 PEF
nthav Inhalattnn

Chemical of Concern
lnhalatiorrCancer

Slope Factor Slope Factor Units Weight of Evidences Source Date

Benzo(a)anthracene 3.9E-01 (mg/kg-day) B2 PEF

Benzo(b)tluoranthene 3.9E-01 (mg/kg-davy1 B2 PEP

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 3.9E-01 (mg/kg-day) B2 PEP

Benzo(a)pyrene 3.9E+00 (tTrg/kg-day) B2 CaL/EPA 2001

Chri'sene 3.9E-01 (mg/kg-day)1 92 CaL/EPA 2001

Dibenz(ah)anihracene 4,1E+00 (rng/kg-day) B2 CaL/EPA 2001

lndeno(1 23-cd)pyrene 3.9E-01 (mg/kg-day)1 02 PEP

Table A2-3
Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
PAL S-033
Pathway: Ingestion, Derme

Notes:
Toxicity values uued were accurate as of the date of report submittal and are not necessarily the most current values.
Blank cello indicate information is not available or not applicable.

Combined

Uncertainty/Modifying
Factors

Combined
Prtmaty Uncertainty/Modifying Sources of RID:

Target Organ Factors Target Organ

Cal-EPA California Environmental Protection Agency
mg/kg-day = milligrams per kilogram per day
PEP Potency equivalency tacior (USEPA 1993)
RID reterence dose
SURROGATE = RICa for pyrene used for other polL/nuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (IRiS 2001)

LRA IF ROD #1
RDD/04034001 S (CAF12054.xls) 04/09/2004

A - human carcinogen

BI and 92 - probable human carcinogen

C - possible human carcinogen

C not classifiable as a human carcinogen

E - evidence of noncaitlnogeniclty for humans

Reference a USEPA 1989. Risk Assessment Guidance

for Superfund. Volume t, Human Health Evstuaflon
Manual (Part A). EPN54O/1-89/002. December.

Chemical of Concern
Benzo(a)anthracene

Benzo(b)fluoranthene
Benzo(k)fluoranihene

Benzo(a)pyrene
Chrysene

Dibenz(ah)anthracene
indeno(1 23-cd)pyrene

Pathway: inhalation

Cml RIDChronic/subchronic
Chronic
Chronic
Chronic
Chronic
Chronic

Oral RID Units
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

Dernisi RI C
0.03
0.03
0.03

Dermal RID Units
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

Benzoia)antrrracene
Benzo(b)fluorarrthene

Chronic
Chronic

0.03

Dates of RfD:
Tarsal Oman

0.03

Primary
Tnmc.t Oman

Sourcea of RID:
Tamat Oman

Dates of RI D:



Table A2-4
Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens
PRLS-033
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Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Recebtor Aae: Adult

Medium
Exposure
Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration

Units

Carcinogenic Risk a

Ingestion inhalation Dermal Produce

Exposure
Routes
Total

Soil Soil

PRL S-033 -
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-5 ft bgs)

Benzo(a)anthracene 2.OE-03 mg/kg 4.E-09 1.E-14 2.E-09 1,E-08 2.E-08
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 3.1 E-03 mg/kg 6.E-09 2.E-14 3.E-09 2.E-08 3.E-08
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1 .5E-03 mg/kg 3.E-09 1 .E-1 4 1 .E-09 I .E-08 1 .E-08

Benzo(a)pyrene 2.3E-03 mg/kg 4.E-08 1.E-13 2.E-08 2.E-07 2.E-07
Chrysene 2.5E-03 mg/kg 5.E-11 2.E-16 2.E-11 2.E-1O 2.E-1O

Dibenz(ah)anthracene 3.1 E-03 mg/kg 6.E-08 2.E-13 3.E-08 2.E-07 3.E-07
lndeno(1 2,3-cd)pyrene 2.3E-03 mg/kg 4.E-09 1 .E-14 2.E-09 2.E-08 2.E-08

TOTAL 1.E-07 4.E-13 6.E-08 4.E-07 6.E-07
These results are based on post-removal action contaminant concentrations as measured in final confirmation samples.

LRAIPR #1
RDD/04 8 (CAH2054.xls)

•/2004.
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Table A2-5
Risk Characterization Summary- Non-Carcinogens
PRL S-033
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Scenario Timefrarne: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Adult

Medium
Exposure
Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration

Units
Primary

Target Organ

Non-Carcin enic Hazard Quotient a

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Produce

Exposure
Routes
Total

Soil Soil

PRLS-033-
Soil On-site

Direct Contact (0

5ftbgs)

Benzo(a)anthracene 2.OE-03 mg/kg -- 9.E-08 2.E-12 5.E-08 6.E-07 8.E-07

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 3.1E-03 mg/kg -- 1.E-07 3.E-12 BE-Os 1.E-06 1.E-06

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1.5E-03 mg/kg -- 7.E-08 2.E-12 4.E-08 5.E07 6.E07
Benzo(a)pyrenê 2.3E-03 mg/kg -- 1.E-07 2.E-12 6.E-O8 7.E-07 9.EO7

Chrysene 2.5E-03 mg/kg -- 1.E-07 3.E-12 7.E-08 8.E-07 1.E-06

Dibenz(ah)anthracene 31E-03 mg/kg — 1.E-07 3.E-12 8.E08 1.E06 1.E06
indeno(1 ,2,3-cd)pyrene 2.3E-03 mg/kg — 1 .E-07 2.E-1 2 6.E-08 7.E-07 9.E-07

TOTAL 8.E-07 2.E-11 5.E-07 5.E-06 6.E-06
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Child

Medium
Exposure
Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration

Units
Primary

Target Organ

Non-Carcino enic Hazard Quotient a

Ingestion inhalation Dermal Produce

Exposure
Routes
Total

Soil Soil

PRLS-033-
Soil On-site

DirectContact(0
5ftbgs)

Benzo(a)anthracene 2.OE-03 mg/kg — 9.E-07 5.E-12 4.E-07 2.E-06 SE-
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 3.1E-03 mg/kg -- 1.E-06 8.E-12 6.E-07 3.E-06 -
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1.5E-03 mg/kg — 6.E-07 4.E-12 3.E-07 1.E-06

Benzo(a)pyrene 2.3E-03 mg/kg -- 1.E-06 6.E-12 4.E-07 2.E-06

Chtysene 2.5E-03 mg/kg -- 1.E-06 6.E-12 5.E-07 2.E-06

Dibenz(ah)anthracene 3.1E-03 mg/kg — 1.E-06 B.E-12 6.E07 3.E06
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 2.3E-03 mg/kg — 1.E-06 6.E-12 4.E-07 2.EO6

TOTAL 7.E-06 4.E-11 3.E-06 1.E-05 2.E-
a These results are based on post-removal action contaminant concentrations as measured in final confirmation samples.

LRA lP ROD #1
RDD/04034001 8 (CAH2054.xls) 04/09/2004
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SA 035

The baseline human health risk assessment estimates what risks the site poses if no action
were taken. It provides the basis for taking action and identifies the contaminants and
exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the remedial actions. This section of the
ROD summarizes the results of the baseline risk assessment for SA 035.

A3.1 Identification of Chemicals of Concern
COCs for SA 035 include VOCs, metals, and semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs)
benzoic acid, bis(2-chloroethyl)ether (bis2CEE), and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate.
Tables A3-la through A3-ld present the air, soil gas, groundwater, and soil data summaries,
respectively, for the COCs. The tables include the range of concentrations for COCs, as well
as the frequency of detection (i.e., the number of times the chemical was detected in the
samples collected at the site), the EPCs, and how the EPCs were derived for each of the soil
depth intervals. In general, the lower value of the maximum concentration or the upper 95th
percent confidence limit on the arithmetic mean was used as the EPC for COCs detected in
more than one sample. SVOC data from the RI and 2002 data gaps investigation were• combined to revise the EPCs shown on Table A3-ld as compared to those presented in the
OU A RICS Addendum.

A3.2 Exposure Assessment
A conceptual model was developed that describes the potential exposure pathways
associated with soil and groundwater at SA 035 (see Figure 2-3 in Section 2.4 of the ROD).
Although SA 035 will likely be used for commercial/industrial or mixed use purposes in the
future, several exposure scenarios were evaluated in. the human health risk assessment to
provide information for future risk-management decisions.

The following exposure scenarios were quantitatively evaluated in the human health risk
assessment:

• Exposure of hypothetical future residents (adults and children) to soil (0 to 2 feet bgs)
and groundwater

• Exposure of hypothetical future residents (adults and children) to soil (0 to 10 feet bgs)
and groundwater

• Exposure of outdoor workers to soil (0 to 2 feet bgs)

• Exposure of indoor workers to VOCs in indoor air

• Exposure of construction workers to soil (0 to 15 feet bgs).
RDD/040330023 (CLR2463.OOC) A3-1
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The exposure routes that were considered in the risk assessment for residents and workers
potentially exposed to soil include incidental soil ingestion, inhalation of VOCs (indoor air
for residents and ambient air for outdoor workers and construction workers), and
resuspended particulates, and dermal contact with soil. For the residential scenarios, the
ingestion of homegrown produce was also included. For groundwater, the ingestion,
inhalation of VOCs, and dermal contact exposure routes were evaluated. For the indoor
worker, potential risk associated with inhalation of VOCs in indoor air was evaluated.

A3.3 Toxicity Assessment
The toxicity data that were used in the human health risk assessment are summarized on
Tables A3-2 and A3-3. Health effects are divided into two categories: cancer and noncancer
effects.

Table A3-2 presents the slope factors used to estimate potential excess lifetime cancer risks
associated with exposure to groundwater, air, and soil at SA 035. As shown on Table A3-2,
the oral slope factor was used to estimate potential risks associated with dermal exposure.
In addition, inhalation slope factors are not available for bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate so the
oral slope factor was used to estimate potential risks associated with inhalation exposure.
These slope factors were obtained from the IRIS database, Cal-EPA, and NCEA.

Table A3-3 presents the RfDs used to evaluate the potential for noncancer health effects. The
oral RfD was used to estimate potential health effects associated with dermal exposure.
RfDs are not available for bis2CEE so RfDs for bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether were used as
surrogate values. In addition, inhalation RfDs are not available for benzoic acid and
bis(2-ethythexyl)phthalate, so the oral RfDs were used to evaluate potential health effects
from the inhalation exposure route. The reference doses shown on Table A3-3 were obtained
from the IRIS database, HEAST, and NCEA. Since the human health risk assessment was
conducted, a more conservative reference exposure level (REL) has been made available by
Cal-EPA for arsenic. Potential impacts to the human health risk assessment from using the
new REL are discussed in Section A3.5.

A3.4 Risk Characterization
Cal-EPA and EPA toxicity values described above were used in the human health risk
assessment along with the exposure information to estimate the potential risks from
contacting soil at SA 035. The risk characterization process and calculations are described in
Appendix A, Section A.1.4. Table A3-4 presents the potential cancer risk estimates for the
various exposure scenarios and exposure routes at SA 035. These risk estimates are based on
reasonable maximum exposure and were developed taking into account various
conservative assumptions about the frequency and duration of the receptors to soil and the
toxicity of the COCs.

Both residential and occupational exposure scenarios were evaluated for SA 035. The risk
results for these scenarios are summarized below and presented in the risk summary tables
at the end of this section. .
A3-2 RDD/040330023 (C1R2463.DOC)
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Prior to the limited excavation, the potential cancer risks for SA 035 were as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 2 x i0
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): 5 x
• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 2 x iO
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 5 x i04

• Outdoor Occupational Worker: 5 x 10-6
• Indoor Occupational Worker: 2 x iO
• Future Construction Worker: 1 x 10-6

The risk estimates for the residential scenarios exceed EPA's risk management range. The
primary contributor to the potential cancer risks is the homegrown produce pathway for
bis2CEE. The risk estimates for the worker scenarios, however, are within or below EPA's
risk management range.

Tables A3-5 presents the noncancer hazard indexes for the various exposure scenarios and
exposure routes at SA 035. Prior to the limited excavation, the potential noncancer risks
were as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): <1
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): <1

• Future child resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 2
• Future child resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): 1

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 2
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 1

• Future child resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 4
• Future child resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 4

• Outdoor occupational worker:<1
• Indoor occupational worker: <1
• Future construction worker: <1

The main contributors to the hazard indexes for the residential scenarios are VOCs in
groundwater and arsenic in soil (homegrown produce pathway). For the worker scenarios,
the hazard indexes are less than 1 indicating that the potential for adverse noncancer health
effects for those receptors are unlikely.

Based on the risk assessment, the potential cancer risk from groundwater exposure for
future adult residents is 5.0 x 10. The main contributors to the potential cancer risk are
carbon tetrachioride and TCE. For groundwater, the noncancer hazard index for the future
adult resident is 1.0 and the hazard index for the future child resident is 2.0. The main
contributors to the hazard indices are carbon tetrachloride and TCE.

RDD1040330023 (CLR2463.DOC) A3-3



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 238 of 375
APPENDIXA SECTION A3 SA 035

A3.5 Uncertainties

Following are the uncertainties associated with the risk estimates for SA 035:

• Current re-use plans for this site are indefinite, but do not include residential use.
Hence, the use of the residential scenario for the site should be considered hypothetical
at this time.

• The partition coefficients used to estimate potential risks from the homegrown produce
pathway are based on modeled data and not empirical data of plant uptake of COCs.
The homegrown produce pathway is the major contributor to the overall risk estimates
for the site, and the uncertainties from this pathway are reflected in the overall risk
estimates; which may be overestimated or underestimated because of the uncertainties
with the plant partition coefficients.

• The majority of the adult carcinogenic risk, for both the 0 to 2 feet bgs and 0 to 10 feet
bgs intervals, is attributed to bis2CEE. The bis2CEE was only detected in one sample
collected at 0.5 foot bgs at the northern edge of the site. Because there were only seven
samples collected from 0 to 2 feet bgs, the EPC for this depth interval was the maximum
detected value. Using this maximum value to represent the risk for the entire site within
the 0 to 2 feet depth interval is likely to overestimate the risk. If the homegrown produce
pathway associated with biS2CEE is excluded, the adult carcinogenic risk associated
with this chemical of concerned would be as follows:

— Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 2.4 x 10- Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): 6.9 x iO

• Because bis2CEE was considered a non-VOC for the Initial Parcel FS HHRA, the risk
estimates described above do not include the indoor or ambient air pathways. However,
bis2CEE was evaluated as a VOC in the OU A RICS Addendum (Jacobs, 2002).
Therefore, potential inhalation risks for bis2CEE that include the indoor or ambient air
pathways were estimated by comparing the exposure point concentrations from the OU
A RICS Addendum HHRA to the exposure point concentrations that were calculated in
the HHRA for the Initial Parcel FS.

Potential inhalation risks associated with the indoor or ambient air pathway are as
follows:

— 3.6E-06 for the adult residential scenario (0 to 2 ft bgs)
— 1.2E-06 for the adult residential scenario (0 to 10 ft bgs)
— 8.5E-09 for the outdoor occupational scenario
— 3.8E-26 for the construction worker scenario

• The hazard associated with inhalation exposure for arsenic was calculated using the
EPA inhalation RID of 3x10-4 mg/kg-day. An updated Cal-EPA REL is now available for
arsenic that is more conservative than the EPA RfD. However, since the inhalation route
is a minor contributor to the overall hazard estimate for arsenic, use of the updated
Cal-EPA value would not significantly change the results of the human health risk
assessment.

A3-4 RDD/040330023 (CLR2463.DOC)
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Toxicity criteria for some of the VOCs have changed since the human health risk
assessment was conducted. VOC risk estimates may increase or decrease by more than
an order of magnitude when the VOC risk assessment is updated with the most current
toxicity criteria. At this time, the current toxicity values for the following chemicals for
SA 035 are different than the toxicity values that were used in the risk assessment:

— Tetrachloroethene (PCE): The current oral slope factor from California EPA for PCE
is approximately an order of magnitude more stringent than the value used in the
risk assessment. Consequently, potential risks for PCE maybe underestimated in the
risk assessment. There is a current reference exposure level (REL) from California
EPA for PCE that is more stringent by approximately an order of magnitude, so the
HQs for PCE may be underestimated in the risk assessment.

— Trichloroethene (TCE): There was a slight change to the California EPA oral slope
factor for TCE (changed from 0.015 to 0.013 [mg/kg-dayl-1) since the risk assessment
was performed but this change should not significantly impact the potential cancer
risk estimates. The current USEPA National Center for Environmental Assessment
(NCEA) oral slope factor for TCE is more stringent by more than an order of
magnitude than the value used in the risk assessment. For the inhalation slope
factor, NCEA currently has a more stringent value than the value used in the risk
assessment. However, the current California EPA inhalation slope factor for TCE is
less stringent than the value used in the risk assessment. The current oral RfD from
NCEA for TCE is more than an order of magnitude of more stringent than the value
used in the risk assessment. The current inhalation RfD for TCE from NCEA and the
inhalation RfD derived from the current REL from California EPA are both less
stringent than the inhalation RfD used in the risk assessment. Consequently, there is
uncertainty associated with the risk results for TCE due to various toxicity factors
currently available, and potential risks and Hazard Quotients associated with TCE
may be underestimated or overestimated.

— Acetone: The current oral RfD is less stringent by a factor of 9 than the value used in
the risk assessment. Since the inhalation RID is route-extrapolated value from the
oral RfD, the new route extrapolated inhalation RfD is also less stringent than the
value used in the risk assessment. Consequently, the Hazard Quotients for acetone
may be overestimated.

- Chloroform: The current NCEA inhalation RID is more stringent by more than an
order of magnitude than the route-extrapolated inhalation RfD used in the risk
assessment. Therefore, the HQs for chloroform may be underestimated.

— Xylenes: The current USEPA oral and inhalation RfDs are more stringent by at least
an order of magnitude than the values used in the risk assessment. In addition, the
inhalation BID based on the current California EPA REL is more stringent by an
order of magnitude than the value used in the risk assessment. Therefore, HQs for
xylenes may be underestimated..

RDD/040330023 (CLJR2463.DOC) A3-5



Table A3-la
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations
SA 035
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Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium Soil Gas
Exposure Medium Soil Gas

Concentration Detected
(ppbv)

Frequency of
95th UCL

Concentration Statistical
Exposure Point
Concentrationb

Exposure Point
Concentration

in SolIc
Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Mm Max Detection (ppbv) Measurea (ppbv) (mg/kg)

SA 035- Soil Gas Acetone 7.5E+02 7.5E+02 1/3 1.79E+04 Max Detect 7.5E+02 4.4E-01

a The statistical measure indicates the basis for the exposure point concentration.
b The exposure point concentration is the lower value of the maximum concentration or the 95th UCL concentration.

Exposure point concentrations for these VOCs in soil are modeled from measured shallow soil gas concentrations.

LRAIP D#1

RDD/Cö018 (CAH2054.xls) S2004
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Table A3-lb
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations
SA035

Scenario Timeframe: Puture
Medium Air
Exposure Medium Air

Residential Air Exposure
Exposure Point
Concentration

Residential Indoor Air 30-Year Flux Rate
0-2 feetb 0-10 feet

(mg/ms) (q/m2-a)

Exposure Point
Concentration

Reeidentlsl Indoor Air
0-10 feat5

(mg/rn5)

Construction Worker Air Exposure
Exposure Point
Concentration

ConstructIon Worker
1-Year Flux Rate Outdoor Air5

(g/m2-s) (mghn3)

Occu

25-Year Flux
Rate

(g(m2-s)

'Intlonsi Worker Ar Exposure
Exposure Point Exposure Point
Concentration Concentration

Occupational Occupational
Indoor Air5 Outdoor Air5

(mg/rn3) (mmfm3)

Exposure Point
Concentration in Soil

Exposure Point Chemical of Concern (mg/kg)

30-YCCr Flux Rate
0-2 feet

(g/m2-s)

SA035- Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether5 2.OE-O1
VOC5 In Air Acetone 440-01

1.300-11 7.4E-06 8.100-12 4.7E-06 2.000-27 7.BE-24 9.800-12 1.20-06 3.80-08

9.100-il 5.3E-05 9.19E-ll 5.30-05 3.18E-20 120-16 .. 9,0E06 3.10-07

- The exposure point ooncentrstion for this VOC In soil Is modeled from a measured shallow soil gas cuocentratlon.
Emissions from soil and resulting air conceniratlon8 were estimated from models using the exposure point concentration modeled in soil.

'Exposure point Concentrations, flux rates, snd sir concentrations are from the OU A RICS Addendum (Jacobs 2002). In the 01) A RICS Addendum risk assessment, bls(2-chloroethyi)ether was evaluated as a VOC and the vapor
inhalation pathways (indoor and ambient sir) were Included in the risk calculations. In the Initial Parcel Feasibility Study (IP FS), bis(2-chloroethyl)ether was evaluated as a non-VOC and the vapor inhalation pathways (indoor and ambient
sir) were not Included in the calculations, Cumulative risks reported in the IP PS would not significantly change If bis(2.chloroelhyl)ether was evaluated as aVOC

LRA IP ROD #1
RD0/04034001 8 (CAHSOS4.xle) 04/09/2004
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Table A3-lc
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations
SA 035

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium Groundwater
Exposure Medium Groundwater

Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Concentration Detected
( VL) Frequency

of
Detection

95 UCL
Concentration

(gIL)
Statistical
Measurea

Exposure Point
Concentrationb

(gIL)Mm Max

SA 035 - Groundwater
On-site Direct Contact

Acetone -- 3.9E÷00 1/1 - Max Detect 3,9E+00

Carbon tetrachloride 1 .7E+00 2.4E+O0 2/3 3.3E+00 Max Detect 2.4E+00

Chloroform 9.2E-01 9.2E-01 1/3 9.4E+O1 Max Detect 9.2E-01

Tetrachloroethene 3.7E-O1 3.7E-01 1/3 5.1E-01 Max Detect 3.7E-O1

Trichloroethene 1 .6E+00 1 .3E+01 3/3 1 .6E+01 Max Detect 1 .3E+01

Xyienes 2.1E+00 2.1E+00 3/3 6.4E+02 Max Detect 2.1E+00
a The statistical measure indicates the basis for the exposure point concentration.
b The exposure point concentration is the lower value of the maximum concentration or the 95th UCL concentration.
C Due to the limited data set, a statistical analyses could not be conducted to determine the concentration.

LRAIPROD#1

RDD/0O18 (CAH2054.xls) 0004
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Table A3-1 d
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations
SA 035

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium Soil
Exposure Medium Soil

Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Concentration Detected
1k 'g g, Frequency

of
Detection

g5th UCL
Concentration

(mg/kg)

Statistical
Measurea

.
Exposure Point
Concentratlo&'

(mg/kg)Mm Max

SA 035 - Soil
On-site Direct Contact

(0-2 ft bgs)

Arsenic 1.1 E+00 1 .2E+0l 8/8 9.4E+00 95UCL Lognormal 9.4E+00
Barium 1 j E+02 2.7E+02 8/8 2.OE+02 95UCL Normal 2.OE+02

Beryllium 3.2E-01 5.5E-01 8/8 5.OE-01 95UCL Normal 5.OE-01

Copper 1 .4E+01 3.2E+01 8/8 2.5E+01 95UCL Normal 2.5E+01
Lead 6.6E+00 5.2E+01 8/8 5.OE+01 95UCL Lognormal 5.OE+01

Zinc 3.1 E+01 6.3E+01 8/8 5.5E+01 95UCL Normal 5.5E÷01
Benzoic Acid 2.3E-01 2.3E-01 1/5 2.OE-01 95UCL Lognormal 2.OE-01

SA 035 - Soil
On-site Direct Contact

(0-lOft bgs)

Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate

Arsenic
Barium

.5E-01
1.1E+OO

— .1 E+02

4.6E-01
1 .5E-01
1.2E+O1
3.7E+02

1/7

— 1/7 —
11/11
11/11—

7.4E-01
1 .7E-O1

5.6E+00
2.3E+02

Max Detect
Max Detect

95UCLLognormal
95UCL Lognormal

4.6E-01
1 5E-O1
5.6E+OO
2.3E+02

Beryllium 29E-01 6.3E-01 11/11 5.OE-01 95UCL Normal 5.OE-01

Copper 1 .3E+o1 3.2E+o1 11/11 2.3E+01 95UCL Normal 2.3E+01
Lead 4.6E÷Q0 5.2E+01 i 1/11 3.OE+01 95UCL Lognormal 3.OE+01

Zinc 2.7E+01 6.3E+01 11/11
—

95UCL Normal
Benzoic Acid 2.3E-01 2.3E-01 1/10 — 1.3E-01 95UCL Lognormal

Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether 46E-01 4.6E-01 1/14 1.3E-01 95UCL Lognormal 1.3E-01

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
Arsenic
Barium

Beryllium
Copper

Lead
Zinc

Benzoic Acid

6.6E-02 2.OE-01 3/14 E-01 95UCL 1.1 E-01

SA 035 - Soil
On-site Direct Contact

(0-l5ftbgs)

1.1 E+00
1.1 E+02
2.9E-01
1 .3E+01

4.6E+00
2.7E+01
2.3E-01

1 .2E+01
3.7E÷02
6.3E-01
3.2E+01
5.2E+01
6.3E+01
2.3E-O1

—
1/li—

11/11—
11/11—
11/11
11/11

11_
1/10

5.6E+00
2.3E+02
5.OE-01
2.3E+O1
aOE+01

.3E-O1

95IJCL Lognormal
95UCL Lognormal

95UCL Normal
95UCL Normal

95UCL Lognormal
95UCLNormal

95UCL Lognormal

—
5.6E+00
2.3E+02
5.OE-01
2.3E+01
3.OE+01

.3E-01

Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether 4.6E-01 4.6E-01 1/14 —1 .3E-01 95UCL Lognormal .3E-01

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 6.6E-02 2.OE-01 3/14 1.1 E-01 95UCL Lognormal .1 E-01—
a The statistical measure indicates the basis for the exposure point concentration.
b The exposure point concentration is the lower value of the maximum concentration or the 95th UCL concentration.

LRA lP ROD #1
RDD/04034001 8 (CAH2054.xls) 04/09/2004
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Table A3-3
Non-Cancer ToxicIty Data Summary
SA 035

Pathway: lnaestion. Dermal

Chemical of Concern Chronlc/subchronlc Oral RfD Oral RfD Units Dermal RfD Dermal RfD Units
Primary

Target Organ

Combined

Uncertainty/ModifyIng
Factors

Sources of RfD:

Target Organ
Dates of RfD:

Target Organ
Arsenic Chronic 0.0003 mg/kg-day 0.0003 mg/kg-day Vascular 3 IRIS 2002
Barium Chronic 0.07 mg/kg-day 0.07 mg/kg-day IRIS 2002

Beryllium Chronic 0.002 mg/kg-day 0.002 mg/kg-day
Small Intestine;

Lungs 300 IRIS 2002

Copper ChronIc 0.037

0.3
4

mg/kg-day 0.037 mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

Gastro-intestinal
system HEAST 1997

Lead Chronic mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day 0.3 Blood 3 IRIS 2002Zinc Chronic

1 IRIS 2003Benzolc Acid Chronic mg/kg-day 4
Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether Chronic 0,04 mg/kg-day 0.04

0.02
0.10

0.0007

mg/kg-day SURROGATE
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate Chronic 0.02 mg/kg-day mg/kg-day Liver 1000 IRIS 2003

1000 IRIS 2002mg/kg-day KidneyAcetone Chronic 0.10 mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day Liver IRIS 2002Carbon tetrachioride Chronic 0.0007 mg/kg-day

IRIS 2002Chloroform Chronic 0.01 mg/kg-day 0.01 mg/kg-day Liver

mg/kg-day Liver 300 IRIS 2002Tetrachioroethene Chronic 0.01 mg/kg-day 0.01

mg/kg-day NCEA 2002Trichioroethene Chronic 0.006 mg/kg-day 0.006

Xylenes Chronic 2.00 mg/kg-day 2.00 mg/kg-day
Decreased body

weight 1000 IRIS 2002
Pathway: InhalatIon

Chemical of Concern Chronic/subchronic Inhalation RfD Inhalation RfD Units Primary Target Organ

Combined

Uncertainty/Modifying
Factors

Sources of RfD:
Target Organ

Dates of RfD:
Target Organ

ROUTE
1997
2002

Arsenic Chronic 0.0003 mg/kg-day Vascular 3
HEASIBarium Chronic 0.00014 mg/kg-day

IRISBeryllium Chronic 0.0000057 mg/kg-day Small Intestine; Lungs 300

Copper Chronic 0.037 mg/kg-day
Gastro-Intestinal

system ROUTE

ROUTE
ROUTE

Lead Chronic mg/kg-day
0.3 mg/kg-day Blood 3Zinc Chronic

Benzoic Acid Chronic 4 mg/kg-day 1

Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether Chronic 0.03 mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

Liver
Kidney
Liver

1000
1000

SURROGATE
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate

Acetone
Carbon tetrachiorlde

Chloroform

Chronic
Chronic
Chronic
Chronic

0.02 ROUTE
ROUTE
NCEA

ROUTE
2002

0.1
0.00057

0.01 mg/kg-day Liver
Tetrachioroethene Chronic 0.1 mg/kg-day Liver 300 NCEA 2002
Trichloroethene Chronic 0.006 mg/kg-day ROUTE

Xylenes Chronic 2 mg/kg-day Decreased body weight 1000 ROUTE

Notes:
Toxicity values used were accurate as of the date of report submIttal and are not necessarily the most current values,
Blank cells indicate information is not available or not applicable.

Cal-EPA = California Environmental Protection Agency
IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System
HEAST = Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables
mg/kg-day = milligrams per kilogram per day
NCEA = National Center for Environmental Assessment
RfD = reference dose

ROUTE = route-to-route extrapolated value (e.g., oral RfD used for Inhalation RfD)
SURROGATE = RfDs for bis(2•chloroisopropyl)ether used for bis(2-chloroethyl)ether

LRA IP ROD #1
RDD/04034001 8 (CAH2054.xls) 04/09/2004

Table A3-2
Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
SA 035

Pnthwnu! Innattlnn flnrn.21

Chemical of Concern
Oral Cancer
Slope Factor

Dermal Cancer
Slope Factor

Slope Factor
Units Weight of Evidences Source Date

Arsenic 1.5 1.5 (mg/kg-day)'1 A IRIS 2002
Beryllium B2

Lead 82 Cal-EPA 2002
Benzoic Acid

Bls(2-chloroethyl)ether 2.5 2.5 (mg/kg-day)'1 B2 Cal-EPA 2003

Bls(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 0.014 0.014 (mg/kg-day)'1 52 IRIS 2003

Carbon tetrachloride 0.15 0.18 (mg/kg-day)'1 B2 Cal-EPA 2002

Chloroform 0.031 0.031 (mg/kg-day)'1 B2 Cal-EPA 2002

Tetrachloroethene 0.052 0.052 (mg/kg-day1 NCEA 2002

Trichloroethene 0.015 0.015 (mg/kg-day)'1 B2/C NCEA 2002
Pathway: InhalatIon

Chemical of Concern Welnht of videnne Source Date

Arsenic

'
15 (mg/kg:day)'1 A IRIS 2002

Beryllium 8.4 (mg/kg-day)'1 B2 IRIS 2002
Lead 82 Cal-EPA 2002

Benzoic Acid NA NA NA

Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether 2.5 (mg/kg-day)'1 B2 Cal-EPA 2003

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 0.014 (mg/kg-day1 52 ROUTE

Carbon tetrachloride 0,15 (mg/kg-day)'1 52 Cal-EPA 2002

Chloroform 0.08 (mg/kg-day)'1 B2 IRIS 2002

Tetrachloroethene 0.021 (mg/kg-day)'1 Cal-EPA 2002

Trichloroethene 0.01 (mg/kg-day)'1 B2/C NCEA 2002

A - human carcinogen
Bi and B2 - probable human carcinogen
C - possible human carcinogen
C - notclasslfiable as a human carcinogen
E - evidence of noncarcinogenicity for humans

Reference = USEPA 1989, Risk Assessment Guidance
for Superfund, Volume I, Human Health Evaluation
Manual (Part Al. EPA/540/1 -89/002. December.
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Table A3-4
Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens
SA 035
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TOTAL (soil 10-2 ft bgsj + groundwater) =
TOTAL (soil 10-10 ft bgsj + groundwater) =

LRA IP ROD #1
RDD/04034001 B (CAH2054.xls) Page 1 of 2 04/09/2004

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Popuiation: Resident
Receptor Age: Aduit

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern
Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration Units

Carcinogenic Risk

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Produce
Exposure

Routes Total

Soil Soil

SA 035-
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-2 ft bgs)

Arsenic
Beryllium

Lead
Benzoic Acid

9,4E+00 mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg

2.2E-05 2.3E-08 2.1E-06 1.OE-04 1.2E04
--
--

NA

7.OE-10
-.

NA

7.0E105.OE-01
5.OE+01

NA NA NA2.OE-01

Bis(2-chioroethyl)ether
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate

Carbon tetrachioride

4.6E-01
1 .5E-01

mg/kg
mg/kg

1 .8E-06
3.2E-09

1.1 E-1 1

1 .9E-14
5.8E-07
1 .OE-09

1 .6E-03
7.6E-09

1 .6E-03
1 .2E08

-- -- -- -- -- -- --

Chloroform -- -- --
Tetrachioroethene -- -- -- — --

--
2.7E-06
1.3E-06

-- .IriChloroethène -- -- -- --
tOTAL 2.4E05 2.4E-08 1.7E03 2.E-03

6.1E-05 7.5E-05

SA 035 -
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-10 ft bgs)

Arsenic 5.6E+00 mg/kg 1.3E-05 1.4E-08
7.2E-1 -- -- 7.2E-10Beryllium 5.OE-01 mg/kg --

-- -- .- --Lead 3.OE+01 mg/kg •-
NA NA NA NABenzoic Acid 1 .3E-01 mg/kg NA

Bls(2chIoroethyl)ethera 1 .3E-01 mg/kg 5.2E-07 3.1 E-12 1 .7E-07 4.5E-04 4.5E04
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate

Carbon tetrachloride
1.1 E-01

--
mg/kg

--
--
•-
--

2.5E-09
--

1 .5E-14
-

8.OE1 0 5.9E09 9.2E09

--
--

—

--

3.1E-12

Chloroform --
--

1.7E-07

Tetrachioroethene --
Trichloroethéne --

45E-04 5.E-04TOTAL 5.2E-o7
Groundwater Groundwater

SA 035 -
Groundwater

On-site
Direct Contact

Arsenic -- -- -- -. -- -- --

Beryllium -- -- -- -- --
Lead -- -- -- -- --

Benzoic Acid -- -- -- -- -- --

Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether -- -- --

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
Carbon tetrachlOride

-

2.4E+00

--
@/L

-

5.4E-06 2.7E-05

--

1 .4E-06 3.4E05
Chloroform 9.2E-01 .g/L 4.2E-07 5.5E-06 3.7E08 6.0E06

Tetrachloroethene 3,7E-01 ig/L 29E-07 &8E-07 1.8E-07 1.1E06
Trichloroethene 1.3E+01 p.g/L 2.9E•06 9.7E-06 4.9E07 1.3E05

TOTAL 90E-06 &2E-05 2.2E-06 -- 5.E-05

2.E•03
5.E-04
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Table A3-4
Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens
SA 035

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Outdoor Occupational
9eceptor Age: Adult

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern
Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration Units

"arcinogenic Risc

ingestion inhalation Dermal Produce
Exposure

Routes Total
Soil Soil Arsenic 9.4E+O0 mg/kg 2.5E-06 1.1E-88 1.7E-06 •- 4.2E-06

SAO3S Beryllium 5.0E-01 mg/kg — 3.3E-1O — -• 3.3E-10
Lead 5.OE+01 mg/kg — .- -. --

Soil On-site Benzoic Acid 2.OE-01 mg/kg -- — •- .- -.
Direct Contact

(0-2 ft bgs)
Bis(2.chloroethyi)ether 4.6E-01 mg/kg 2.OE-07 5.OE-12 4.6E-07 -- 6.6E-07

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 1 .5E-01 mg/kg 3.5E-1 0 8.9E-1 5 8.1 E-1 0 -- 1 .2E-09
TOTAL 2.7E-06 3.4E-10 2.2E-06 — 5E-06

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: indoor Occupational
Receptor Age: Adult

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern
Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration Unite

Carcinogenic Risk

ingestion inhalation Dermal Produce
Exposure

Routes Total
Soil Soil

SA 035-
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-2ftbgs)

Arsenic 9.4E+00 mg/kg — — .- — --
Beryllium 5.OE-01 mg/kg - — •• -- -.

Lead 5.OE+01 mg/kg — — — -- --

Benzoic Acid 2.OE-01 mg/kg — — — .. .
Bis(2-chioroethyi)ether

Bls(2-ethylhexyi)phthalate
TOTAL

O.l9 mg/kg — 2.1E-07
—

2.IE-07

-- -- 2.1E-07
1 .7E-01 mg/kg — — .- .-

— — 2.E-07•-

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Construction Worker
Receptor Age Adult

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern
Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration Units

Carcinogenic Risk

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Produce
Exposure

Routes Total
Soil Soil

SA 035-
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-15 ft bgs)

Arsenic 9.4E+00 mg/kg 5.7E-07 2.4E-07 1.6E-07 •- 9.7E-07
Beryllium 5.OE-01 mg/kg — 1.2E-08 - -- 1.2E-08

Lead 5.OE+01 mg/kg — — -- -- --
Benzoic Acid 2.OE-01 mg/kg — — -- — --

Bis(2-chioroethyt)ether 1.3E-01 mg/kg 22E-08 5.8E-14 2.1E-08 -- 4.3E-08
Bis(2-ethyihexyt)phthaiate 1.1 E-01 mg/kg 1.1 E-1 0 2.8E-16 1 .OE-1 0 -- 2.1 E-1 0

TOTAL 5.9E-07 2.5E-O7 1.8E-07 — 1.E-06
Notes:

ln the OU A RICS Addendum risk assessment, bis(2-chloroethyl)ether was evaluated as a VOC and the vapor inhalation pathways (indoor and ambient air) were included in the risk
calculations. In the Initial Parcel Feasibility Study (IP FS), bls(2-chloroethyl)ether was evaluated as a non-VOC and the vapor inhalation pathways (Indoor and ambient air) were not
Included in the calculations. Exposure point concentrations and risk results for the indoor occupational scenario on this table are from the OU A RICS Addendum risk assessment (Jacobs

bSee Table A3-1 b for the origin of this Indoor air occupational exposure point concentration.

LRAIP 1

RDD/08 (CAN2054.xls) •f 2 •09/2004
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Tibia A3-6
Risk Characterization Summary. Non-Carainogetis
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scenario Timerrame: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Ranantar AOa: Adult

SA 035- Soil On-site
Direct Contact

(0.2 ft bgs)

SA 035-Soil On-site
Direct Contact
(0-10 It bgn)

SA 035- Groundwater
On-site

Direct Contact

Exposure Point Primely
Concentration Units Tamat Oman

LRA IP ROD #1
RDD/040340018 (CAH2OS4.xls) Page 1 sf3 04/09/2004

Soil Soil
Enooaore Point

Bendtium

Exposure Point
",ncentrath —

9.4E+00
2.05+02

5.OE-01 mrs/ks

tntteslion inhalation Dermal

Small Intestine;
boos 3.45-04 2.75-05 1.4E-0S

Exposure Routes
Total

4.45-01
2.05-02

1 .8E-03 0

Copper
Lead
Zinc

Benzoic Acid

Bls(2.chloroelhyl)elherc
Bia(2-ethylhexyl)phlhalsle

Acetone
Carbon letrachloride

Chloroform
Tetrachloroelhene
Trichlornethane

Xyleneo
TOTAL
Arsenic
Barium

Beryllium

2.55*01

5.05÷01
S.nE+0l
2.OE-ct
4.6E-01
1.55-01
4,4E-01

--
--
--
--

..

5.85+00
2.3E+02

5 OE 01

mg/kg
mg/kg
mo/kg

- mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg
(no/kg

•-
--
—

•-

—

mg/kg
mg/kg

mg/kg

Qastro-inteallnal
system

Blood

Liver
Kidney
Liver
Liver
Liver

Decreased body
weight

Vascular

Small intestine;
Lungs

9.45-04 2.1E-07
..

2,55-04 ios
7,OE-08 8.75-13
1.8E-05 2.65-10
9.95-06
6.6E-06 1.65-04

-- —

--
-.
— -.

—

4.80-02 6.10.04
265-02
4,55-03 4.95-04

S.6E-04 2.8E-0S

3.85-05
..

9,9E.03
2.8E-08

6.3E-06
4.OE-06
2.40-06

.-

-.

—

1.SE-02
3.IE-03
1.85-04

1.45-05

3.95-03
.

1.OE-03
5.4E-06
2.75-02
4.75-05

.-

4.4E-0I
2.3$-SI
1.95-02

1.95-03

4.BE.03
0.OE+00
1.15-02
6.4E-OS

2.75.02
6.1 E-05
1,6E04

.-
LE-Ol
2.65-01
2.4E-02

2,35-03

Copper
Lead
Zinc

Benzoic Acid

Blo(2-chlnroellryl(efher°
ls(2-ethylhexyl(phlhalate

Acetone
Carbon letrachloride

Chloroform
Tetrachlometheve

Trichloroethene

Xylenas
TOTAL
Arsenic
Barium

Beryllium

2.3E+01

3.05+01
S.0E*01
1.35-01
1.3E-01
1.IE-0l
4.4E-1

--
--
--
--

--

--
-.

--

mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg
Ag/kg--

--
--
-•

--

--
--

--

Gantro-inteetinal
eyutem 8.7E-04

—

Blood 2.3E-ti4
4.65-08
4.6E-06

Liver 7.75-06
Kidney 6,55-08
Liver —

Liver --
Liver --

--
Decreaued body

weight -.
3.25-02

Vascular --
—

Small Intestine;
Lunge —

1.95-07

5.IE-08
'S.7E-13

7,5E-11
8.8E-11
1.65-04

--
---
--

--
6.76-04

--
—

—

3.SE-05

9.15-06
1.85.08
1.85-06
3.1E-06
2.4E-06

--
—

--
.-

3.36-03
—
--

—

3.65-03

9.6E-04
3.55-05
7.75-03
3.6E-05

.
—

-
—

2.60-01
-.
--

--

4.5E-03
0,OE.oOO

1,25.03
3.65-05
7.75-03
4.75-OS
1.6E04

..

.-

•.
3.5-01

-•

-

Cooper -- —
Gastm-lnleutinel

ar/slam — — _ --

Groundwater Groundwater

Bis(2.chloroethyl)etherc
•_ — *

liu(2-ethylhexyl(phthalste
Acetone

Carbon tetrachioride
Chiorotorm

Tetruchloroethene
Trichiorvethene

--
3.9Ev00
2.4E.00
9.2E-0l
3,7E-0l
1,35.01

--
/L
pp'L
yg/L
ug/L
yg/L

Liver
Kidney
Liver
Liver
Liver

--

1.IE-03
9.4E-02
2.55-03
1.05-03
5.9E-d2

--
S.3E-03
5.85-01
1.3E-02
6,IE-04
3.05-01

—

4.65-06
2.95-02
2.4E-04
7.3E-04
1.1E02

--
..

.-

..

..

6.4E03
7.0501
1.55.02
2.2E-03
3.75.01

Xylenes
2 I E 00' *

yg/L
Decreased bodb

weight 2.9E-On 1,45-04 2.35-05 -- 1,95-04
IRE-cl 6.05-01 4.IE-02

Receptor Hazard index (soil (0-2 ft bgej + groundwater) 2.5.00
Receptor Hazard index (soil to-lO ft bgej + groUtidwater) • 1.5+00

1.6+00
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Scenario Timetrame: Future
Receptor Population: Outdoor Occupational
Peceptor Ace: Adult

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern
Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration Unity

.
Primary

Target Organ

Non-Car4noaentc He rcd Quotient

tngeatlon inhalation Dermat Produce
Lxpoaure Route

Total

Soil Soil
9.4E÷O0 Gastro-intentinai

Arsenic mg/kg syatem l.5E-02 6.85.06
Burium 2.05+02 mg/kg --

- 1.45-03 3.OE-04

Beryllium 5,OE-01 mg/kg Blood 1.2E-04 1.95-05
SA 035 Soil On-site Copper 2.55.01 mg/kg -- 3.4E-04 l.SE-07

Direct Contact Laud 5,05.01 mg/kg -. .-
(0-2 ftbga) Zinc 5.02*01 mg/kg Liver 8.9E-O5 4.OE-08

Benzoic Acid 2.OE-ol mg/kg Kldkey 2.5E-08 6,2E-13

Bis(2-chioroethyl(ether 4.6E-01 mg/kg — 5.75-06 l.9E-i0
lls(2-ethyihexyi(phthalat, 1,50-01 mg/kg Liver 3.55-06 8.15-11

Acetone 4.4E-O1 mg/kg Kidnap 2,1E-06 6.05-07
TOTAL i.7E-02 3.3E-04

Scenario Timetrame: Future
Receptor Population: Indoor Occupational
Receptor Age: Adult

Non-C

i.OE.02
3.IE-04
2.8E-05
7.75-05

.-
2.05-05
5.75-08
l.3E-0S
8.IE-06
4.9E-06
1OE-02

tinogecic Hi

-•
•-
--
—

.-
--
--
--
—

—

aid Ouotient

2.55-02
2.OE-03
1.7E-04
4.25-04
0,OE+oO
1.IE-04
8.2E-08

1.95-05
1.25-05
7.6E.06
3.E-02

Medium rnpoaure Medium txposura Point hemical of Concern
Acetone

Bin(2-chloroethyl)ether

TOTAL

Eopoaore Point
Concentration

4.4E-O1

0.190

Exposure Point
ConcentratIon ijnitr

mg/kg
mg/kg

Primary Target
r)rgan

Kidney
-.

Ingestion inhalation
-. 1.95-OS
-- 7.75-06

NA 2.7E-425

Dermat
—

•-

NA

Produce
Ivoposure goutes
Total

Soil Soil SA 035- Soil On-site
Direct Contact

(0-2 ft bgs)

— 1 .9E-05
'. 7.7E-06

NA 3.E.08

.cenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: ConstructIon Worker
Receptor Age: Adult

Medium Exponore Medium Exposure P0101 Chemical of Concem
Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration Units

Primary
Tarsal Organ

Non-C cirregenlo Hr rrd Quotient

Ingestion tnhalaflott Dermal Produce
Exposure Rout.

Total

LRA1PROD#1
RDD/040340018 (CAH2054.oia( Page 3 of 3 04/09/2004

Table *3-5
RIsk CharacterIzatIon Summery- Nan-Cerofnogena
SA 035

Soil Sxil

Arsenic
5.65+00

SA 035- Soil On-site
Direct Contact
(0-10 ft bgo)

mg/kg
Oaatro-intantit,al

ayutem_ 8.8E-02

1,2E-03
3.OE-03

1.65-07
1 .5E-05

3.75-03 2.5E-02
1.55-03
1.25-04

ioT' 2.85-04
3.35-05 1.45-05
4.1 5-13 i.5E•07
5.45-il 1.65-05

Notes:
vole sju I'. flue nuualluulrl las esueaalselll, ulai-ulsu,uaulyI,soIeI was evaluates us a out. situ Ills naps. ealalauull peulwaya piiuuui ails alnolam airj ware rururuous lii tile rlsKuaIuUlallOlls. lit

the Initial Parcel Feasibilily Study (IP FS), bis(2-chloroetioyi(ether wau evaluated ass non-VOC and Ihe vapor inhalation pathways (Indoor and ambienf air) were not included in the
calculations. Exposure point concentrations and riuk results for the indoor occupational scenario sri this table are from the CU A RICS Addendum risk assessment (Jacobs 2002). Risk reuutta for
other scenarios are from the IP ES.
tSee Table AS-lb for the origin of thin indoor sir occupational exposure point concentraflon.

1.2E-01
3.4E-01
1.95-02
3,4E-03
0.OEi00
8.95-04
3.15-07
3.OE-06
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SECTION A4

SA 091

The baseline human health risk assessment estimates what risks the site poses if no action
were taken. It provides the basis for taking action and identifies the contaminants and
exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the remedial actions. This section of the
ROD summarizes the results of the baseline risk assessment for SA 091 as documented in
Initial Parcel FS #1 (Appendix G). For groundwater, a screening-level assessment of
potential risks was performed for the ROD. This evaluation was not included in the Initial
Parcel FS #1. The most current data from monitoring well EW-301 were used in the
groundwater assessment.

A4.1 Identification of Chemicals of Concern
Three potential COCs were identified for SA 091 in soil (DDD, DDE, and DDT). Table A4-1
presents the soil data summary for SA 091. The table includes the range of concentrations
for COCs, as well as the frequency of detection (i.e., the number of times the chemical was
detected in the samples collected at the site), the EPCs, and how the EPCs were derived for
each of the soil depth intervals. In general, the lower value of the maximum concentration or
the upper 95th percent confidence limit on the arithmetic mean was used as the EPC for
COCs detected in more than one sample.

For groundwater, metals and VOCs were identified as COCs. Table A4-2 presents the
groundwater data summary for monitoring well EW-301 and includes the detected
concentrations of metals and VOCs.

A4.2 Exposure Assessment
A conceptual model was developed that describes the potential exposure pathways
associated with soil and groundwater at SA 091 (see Figure 2-3 in Section 2.4 of the ROD).
Although SA 091 will likely be used for commercial/industrial or mixed use purposes in the
future, several exposure scenarios were evaluated in the human health risk assessment to
provide information for future risk-management decisions.

The following exposure scenarios were quantitatively evaluated in the human health risk
assessment:

• Exposure of hypothetical future residents (adults and children) to soil (0 to 2 feet bgs)
and groundwater

• Exposure of hypothetical future residents (adults and children) to soil (0 to 10 feet bgs)
and groundwater

• Exposure of commercial/industrial workers to soil (0 to 2 feet bgs)

• Exposure of construction workers to soil (0 to 15 feet bgs)

RDD/040330023 (CLR2463.DOC) A4-1
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The exposure routes that were considered in the risk assessment include incidental soil
ingestion, inhalation of resuspended particulates, and dermal contact with soil. For the
residential scenarios, the ingestion of homegrown produce was included. For groundwater,
the exposure routes included ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation of VOCs.

A4.3 Toxicity Assessment
The toxicity data that were used in the human health risk assessment are summarized on
Tables A4-2 and A4-3. Health effects are divided into two categories: cancer and non-cancer
effects.

Table A4-2 presents the slope factors used to estimate potential excess lifetime cancer risks
associated with exposure to soil and groundwater at SA 091. As shown on Table A4-2, the
oral slope factor was used to estimate potential risks associated with dermal exposure. In
addition, inhalation slope factors are not available for DDD and DDE so the oral slope
factors were used to estimate potential risks associated with inhalation exposure. The slope
factors were obtained from the EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) database and
Cal-EPA.

Table A4-3 presents the RfDs used to evaluate the potential for non-cancer health effects.
RfDs are not available for DDD and DDE, so RfDs for DDT were used as surrogates to
evaluate the potential for adverse non-cancer health effects. The toxicity information
indicates that the critical effect on which the RfD for DDT is based is the liver. As a
pesticide, the primary toxic effects of DDT are on the nervous system. The oral RfD was
used to estimate potential health effects associated with dermal exposure. In addition, an
inhalation RfD is not available for DDTso the oral RfL) was used to evaluate potential health
effects from the inhalation exposure route. The reference doses shown on Table A4-3 were
obtained from the IRIS database, HEAST, NCEA, and Cal-EPA (i.e., some of the inhalation
RfDs were derived from chronic EELs from Cal-EPA.

A4.4 Risk Characterization
The EPA toxicity values described above were used in the human health risk assessment
along with the exposure information to estimate the potential risks from contacting soil at
SA 091. The risk characterization process and calculations are described in Appendix A,
Section A.1.4.

Table A4-4 presents the potential cancer risk estimates for the various exposure scenarios
and exposure routes at SA 091. These risk estimates are based on reasonable maximum
exposure and were developed taking into account various conservative assumptions about
the frequency and duration of the receptors to soil and the toxicity of the COCs.

Both residential and occupational exposure scenarios were evaluated for SA 091. The risk
results for these scenarios are summarized below and presented in the risk summary tables
at the end of this section.

The potential cancer risks for SA 091 based on soil exposure only are as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 7 x iO

A4-2 RDD/040330023 (CLF12463.DOC)
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• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): 6 x 108
• Outdoor occupational worker: 4 x 10-10
• Future construction worker: 1 x iO

The risk estimates for the residential scenarios and worker scenarios for soil exposure are
below EPA's risk management range.

Table A4-5 presents the non-cancer hazard indexes for the various exposure scenarios and
exposure routes at SA 091. The hazard indexes are less than one for the scenarios evaluated
for soil exposure indicating that the potential for adverse non-cancer health effects is

unlikely.

For the screening-level groundwater evaluation, the potential cancer risk for future adult
residents is 2 x 10-4. The main contributors to the potential cancer risk are arsenic and
trichioroethylene. The noncancer hazard index for the future adult resident is 10 and the
hazard index for the future child resident is 20. The main contributor to the hazard indexes
is trichloroethylene.

A4.5 Uncertainties
The uncertainties associated with the risk estimates for SA 091 include:

• A screening-level evaluation of potential risks associated with exposure to groundwater
was performed for SA 091. However, the groundwater underlying this site has likely
been affected by an upgradient source (i.e., CS 24) and therefore, site-related risks
specific to SA 091 associated with exposure to groundwater could not be evaluated.

• Current re-use plans for the site are indefinite, but do not include residential use. Hence,
the use of the residential scenario for this site should be considered hypothetical at this
time

• Only limited samples from the site were analyzed for SVOCs and metals. This may
result in underestimating site risks.

.
RDD/040330023 (CLR2463.DOC) A4-3



Table A4-1
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations
SA 091

McClellan AR # 5488 Page 253 of 375

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium Soil
Exposure Medium Soil

Exposure Point

Chemical
of

Concern

Concentration Detected
(mg/kg) Frequency

of
Detection

95th UCL
Concentration

(mg/kg)

Statistical
Measurea

Exposure Point
Concentrationb

(mg/kg)Mm Max

•
SA 091 - Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-2 ft bgs)

DDD 1.OE-03 1.OE-03 1/32 8.2E-04 95UCL Lognormal 8.2E-04

DDE 3.OE-04 2.OE-03 5/32 8.9E-04 95UCL Lognormal 8.9E-04

DDT 7.OE-04 9.8E-03 9/32 1 .4E-03 95UCL Lognormal 1 .4E-03

SA 091 - Soil On-site
Duect Contact

DDD 1 .OE-03 1 .OE-03 1/83 2.1 E-03 Max Detect 1 .OE-03

DDE 3.OE-04 4.7E-01 9/83 1 .6E-02 95UCL Normal 1 .6E-02

DDT 7.OE-04 3.4E-01 15/83 1 .2E-02 95UCL Normal 1 .2E-02

a The statistical measure indicates the basis for the exposure poirn concentration.
b The exposure point concentration is the lower value of the maximum concentration or the 95th UCL concentration.

LRA IP ROD #1

RDD/001 8 (CAH2054.xls) . •2004
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Table A4-2
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations
SAO9I

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium Groundwater
Exposure Medium Groundwater

Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Concentration Detected

Frequency
of

Detection

95th UCL

Concentration8
(j.&gIL)

Statistical
Measure"

Exposure Point
Concentrationc

(p,gIL)Mm Max

SA 091 - Groundwater
On-site Direct Contact

Chloroform 2.1 E-0i 2.1 E-0i 1 -- Max Detect 2.1 E-01

1,1-Dichioroethane 1.1E+00 1.1E+00 1 -- Max Detect 1.1E+00

1 ,2-Dichloroethane I .8E-01 1 .8E-01 1 -- Max Detect 1 .8E-01

1 ,1-Dichloroethene 2.4E+00 2.4E+00 1 -- Max Detect 2.4E+00

c/s-i ,2-Dichloroethene 3.3E+00 3.3E+00 1 -- Max Detect 3.3E+00

Trichloroethene 9.6E+0i 9.6E+01 1 -- Max Detect 9.6E+0i

Arsenic 5.1 E+00 5.1 E+00 1 -- Max Detect 5.1 E+00

Barium 5.4E+01 5.4E+01 1 -- Max Detect 5.4E+01

Chromium 1.1 E+01 1.1 E+01 1 -- Max Detect 1.1 E+01

Chromium, hexavalent 9.9E÷00 9.9E+00 1 -- Max Detect 9.9E+00

Iron 8.7E+01 8.7E+01 1 8.7E+01

Nickel 1 .6E+00 1 .6E+00 1 -- Max Detect 1 .6E+00

Vanadium 2.8E+0i 2.8E+01 1 -- Max Detect 2.8E-i-01

a Due to the limited data set, a statistical analysis could not be conducted to determine the 95th UCL concentration.
b The statistical measure indicates the basis for the exposure point concentration.
The exposure point concentration is the lower value of the maximum concentration or the 95th UCL concentration.

95th UCL = 95 percent upper confidence limit on the mean.

LRA P ROD #1
RDD/0403400i 8 (CAH2054.xls) 04/09/2004
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Table A4-3
Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
SAO91

. McClellan AR # 5488 Page
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Pathway: ingestIon, Deriri

Chemical of Concern
Oral Cancer
Slope Factor

Dermal Cance
Slope Factor Slope Factor Units Weight of Evidenc? Source Date

ODD 0.24 0.24 (mg/k-day1 82 IRIS 2003

DDE 0.34 0.34 (mg/kg-day)'1 B2 IRIS 2003
DDT 0.34 0.34 (mg/kg-day)'1 B2 IRIS 2003

Chloroform 0.031 0.031 (mg/kg-day1 B2 Cal-EPA 2003

1,1 -Dichloroethane 0.0057 0.0057 (mg/kg-day1 C Cal-EPA 2003

1 2-Dlchioroethane
1,1 -Dichloroethene

c/s-i 2-Dichloroethene

Trichloroethene

0.091 0.091 (mg/kg-dayi1 B2 IRIA 2003

0.013 0.013 (mg/kg-dayi1 Cal-EPA 2003

Arsenic 1.5 1.5 (mg/kg-dayy1 A Cal-EPA 2003
Barium

Chromium
Chromium, hexavalent

Iron
Nickel

Vanadium
Pathway: InhalatiOn

Chemical of Concern
InhalatlonCancer

Slope Factor
Slope Factor

Units Weight of Evldeno? Source Date

ODD 0.24 (mg/kg-day)'1 B2 ROUTE

DDE 0.34 (mg/kg-day)'1 B2 ROUTE

DDT 0.34 (mg/kg-day)'1 82 IRIS 2003
Chloroform 0.019 (mg/kg-dayy1 82 Cal-EPA 2003

1,1 -Dichloroethane 0.0057 (mg/kg-day)'1 C Cal-EPA 2003

1,2-Dichloroethane 0.091 (mg/kg-day1 B2 IRIS 2003
11 -Dlchloroethene

c/s-i ,2-Dlchloroethene

Trichloroethene 0.007 (mg/kg-dayy1 Cal-EPA 2003
Arsenic 15 (mg/kg-day)'1 A IRIS 2003
Barium

Chromium

Chromium, hexavalent 510 (mg/kg-day1 A Cal-EPA 2003
Iron

Nickel 0.9 (mg/kg-day1 D Cal-EPA 2003
Vanadium

aWeight of Evidence ClassificatIon

Table A4-4
Non-Cancer Toxicity Date Summary
SAO91

Chemical of Concern Chronic/subchronic Oral RfD Oral RID Units Dermal RfD Dermal RfD Units
Primary

Target Organ

Combined

UncertaInty/Modifying
Factors

Sources of
RiD:

Target Organ
Dates of RfD:
Target Organ

ODD Chronic 0.0005 mg/kg-day 0.0005 mg/kg-day SURROGATE

DDE Chronic 0.0005 mg/kg-day 0.0005 mg/kg-day SURROGATE
DDT Chronic 0.0005 mg/kg-day 0.0005 mg/kg-day LIver 100 IRIS 2003

Chloroform
1,1-Dichloroetharie
1 ,2-Dichloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethene

c/s-i ,2-Dichloroethene

Chronic 0.01 mg/kg-day 0.01 mg/kg-day Liver 1000 IRIS 2003
Chronic 0.1 mg/kg-day 0.1 mg/kg-day KIdney 1000 HEAST 1997
Chronic 0.03 mg/kg-day 0.03 mg/kg-day NCEA 2002
Chronic 0.05 mg/kg-day 0.05 mg/kg-day Liver 100 IRIS 2003

Chronic 0.01 mg/kg-day 0.01 mg/kg-day
Blood-forming

system 3000 HEAST 1997
Trichioroethene Chronic 0.0b03 mg/kg-day 0,0003 mg/kg-day Nervous system NCEA 2002

Arsenic
Barium

Chromium
Chromium, hexavalent

Chronic 0.0003 mg/kg-day 0.0003 mg/kg-day Skin 3 IRIS 2003
Chronic 0.07 mg/kg-day 0.07 mg/kg-day KIdney 3 IRIS 2003
Chronic 1.5 mg/kg-day 1.5 mg/kg-day None reported 100 IRIS 2003
Chronic 0.003 mg/kg-day 0.003 mg/kg-day None reported 900 IRIS 2003

Iron Chronic 0.3 mg/kg-day 0.3 mg/kg-day NCEA 2002
Nickel Chronic 0.02 mg/kg-day 0.02 mg/kg-day Decreased weight 300 IRIS 2003

Vanadium Chronic 0.007 mg/kg-day 0.007 mg/kg-day Liverand kidney 100 IRIS 2003
Pathway: inhalation

Chemical of Concern Chronic/subchronic Inhalation RID Oral RfD Units
Primary

Target Organ

Combined
Uncertainty/ModIfyIng

Factors
Sources of RfD:
Target Organ

Dates of RfD:
Target Organ

ODD Chronic 0.0005 mg/kg-day SURROGATE

DDE Chronic 0.0005 mg/kg-day SURROGATE
DOT Chronic 0.0005 mg/kg-day ROUTE

Chloroform Chronic 0.086 mg/kg-day Alimentary system REL 2003
1,1 -Dichloroethane Chronic 0.14 mg/kg-day Kldney HEAST 1997
1 ,2-Dichloroethane
1,1 -Dichloroethene

cia-i 2-Dichioroethene
Tnichioroethene

Chronic 0.11 mg/kg-day Alimentary system REL 2003
Chronic 0.02 mg/kg-day Alimentary system REL 2003
Chronic 0.01 mg/kg-day ROUTE
Chronic 0.17 mg/kg-day Nervous system REL 2003

Arsenic Chronic 8.6E-06 mg/kg-day Cardiovaacular system REL 2003
Barium Chronic i.4E-04 mg/kg-day HEAST 1997

Chromium Chronic 1.5 mg/kg-day ROUTE
Chromium, hexavalent Chronic 2.2E-06 mg/kg-day Nasal septum 90 IRIS 2003

Iron mg/kg-day :

Nickel Chronic 1 .4E-05 mg/kg-day Respiratory system REL 2003
Vanadium Chronic 0.007 mg/kg-day ROUTE

Notes:
Toxicity values used were accurate as of the date of report submittal and are not necessarily the most Current values.
Blank cells Indicate InformatIon Is not available or not applicable.

Pthway: ingestIon, Dermal

Cal-EPA = California Environmental Protection Agency
HEAST = Health Effects Assessment Summary Table
IRIS Integrated Risk Information System
NCEA = Nationa Center for EnvIronmental Assessment, USEPA
REL RfD derived from reference exposure level from Cal-EPA
ROUTE = route-to-route extrapolated value (e.g., oral RfD used for inhalation RfD)
SURROGATE = RfDs for DOT used for DOD and DDE

LRA IP ROD #1
RDD/04034001 8 (CAH2054.xls) 04/09/2004

A - human carcinogen
Bi and 82 - probable human carcinogen
o - possible human carcInogen
O - not classifiable as a human carcinogen
E - evIdence of noncarcinogenicity for humans

Reference = USEPA 1989. RIsk Assessment Guidance
for Superfund, Volume I, Human Health Evaluation
Manual (Part A). EPN54O/1-89/002. December,



• McClellan AR # 5488 Page
25ó0f

Table A4-5
Risk Characterization Summary- Carcinogens
SA 091

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Adult

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern
Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration Units

Carcinogenic_Risk

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Produce

Exposure
Routes
Total

Soil Soil SAo9i -
Soil On-site

Direct Contact

(0-2 ft bgs)

DDD 8.2E-04 mg/kg 3.E-10 2.E-15 5.E-11 i.E-09 2.E-09
DDE 8.9E-04 mg/kg 5.E-10 3.E-15 8E-11 i.E-09 2.E-09
DDT 1.4E03 mg/kg 8-1O 5.E-15 i.E-b 2.E-09 3.E-09

TOTAL 2.E-09 9.E-15 2.E-10 5.E-09 7.E-09

SAO91
Soil On-sIte

DDD i.OE-03 mg/kg 4.E-1O 2.E-15 6.E-i1 2.E-09 2.E-09

DDE 1.6E-02 mg/kg 8.E-09 5.E-14 1.E-09 2.E-0B 3E-08

DDT 1.2E-02 mg/kg 7.E-09 4,E-14 1.E-09 2.E-08 3.E-08

TOTAL 2.E-08 9.E-14 3.E-09 4,E-08 6.E-08
Groundwater Groundwater

SAO91-Groundwater
On-Site Direct Contact

Chloroform 2.1E-0i ug/L i.E-07 3.E-07 6.E-09 -- 4.E-07

il-Dichioroethane i.1E+O0 ug/1 9.E-08 5.E-07 5.E-09 -- 5.E-07

1,2-Dichloroethane 1.8E-01 ug/L 2.E-07 1.E-06 8.E-09 •- 1.E-06

1,1-Dichioroethene 2.4E+00 ug/L -- -- -- -- --

c/s-i 2-Dichloroethene 3,3E+00 ug/L -- •- -- -- --

Trichioroethene 9.6E+0i ug/L 2.E-05 5.E-05 2.E-06 -- 7.E-05

Arsenic 5.1E+00 ug/L i.E-04 -- 3.E-07 --

-

i.E-04

Barium 5.4E+01 ug/L -- -- -- -- --

Chromium i.1E+Oi ug/1 -- -• -- --

Chromium, hexavalent 9.9E+00 ug/L 6.E-05 •- 3.E-07 -- 6.E-05

Iron 8.7E+0i ug/L -- -- •- •• --

Nickel 1 .6E+00 ug/L -- -- .. -- -.

Vanadium 2.8E+01 ugIL -- -- -- --

TOTAL 2.E-04 5.E-05 3.E-06 -- 2.E-04

TOTAL (soil (0-2 ft bgsj + groundwater) = 2.E-04

TOTAL (soil [0-10 ft bgsl + groundwater) = 2.E-04
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Outdoor Occupational
Receptor Age: Adult

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern
Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration Units

Carcinogenic_Risk

Ingestion lnhalatior Dermal Produce

Exposure
Routes
Total

Soil Soil

SAO91-
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-2 ft bgs)

DDD 8.2E-04 mg/kg 3.E-11 9.E-16 4.E-ii -- 7.E-11

DDE 8.9E-04 mg/kg 5.E-ii i.E-iS 6.E-i1 -- i.E-b

DDT i.4E-03 mg/kg 9E-ii 2.E-15 1.E-i0 -- 2,E-iO

TOTAL 2.E-10 4.E-15 2.E-10 -- 4.E-10
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Construction Worker
Receptor Age: Adult

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern
Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration Units

Carcnogenic_Risk

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Produce

Exposure
Routes
Total

Soil Soil SAo9i -
Soil On-site

Direct Contact

(0-l5ftbgs)

DOD i.OE-03 mg/kg 2.E-1i 4.E-17 8.E-12 -- 2.E-11
DDE i.6E-02 mg/kg 4.E-b0 9.E-16 2.E-10 -- 5,E-iO
DDT i.2E02 mg/kg 3.E-b0 7.E-16 i.E-b -- 4.E-i0

TOTAL i.E-b 2.E-15 3.E-10 -- i.E-09

LRA IP ROD #1
RDD/0403400i 8 (CAH2054.xls) 04/09/2004
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TableA4-6
Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens
SA 091

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Adult

Medium
Exposure
Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration Units

Primary
Target Organ

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient

ingestion inhalation Dermal Produce

Exposure
Routes
Total

Soil Soil SAO91 -
SoilOn-site

DirectContact
(0-2 ft bgs)

DOD 8.2E-04 mfkg 2.E-06 3.E-11 5.E-07 2.E-05 2.E-05
DDE 8.9E-04 mg/kg 2.E-06 3.E-11 5.E-07 1.E-05 2.E-05
DDT 14E-03 mg/kg Liver 4.E-06 5.E-l1 8.E-07 5.E-06 9.E-06

TOTAL 9.E-06 i.E-b 2.E-06 5.E-05 6.E-05
SAO9I -

SoilOn-site
Direct Contact
(0-10 ft bgs)

DDD 1.OE-03 mg/kg 3.E-06 3.E-11 6.E-07 2.E-05 3.E-05
DDE 1.6E-02 mg/kg 4.E-05 5.E-10 9.E-06 2.E-04 3.E-04
DDT 1 .2E-02 ma/kg Liver 3,E-05 4.E-10 7.E-06 2.E-04 2.E-04

TOTAL 8.E-05 LE09 2.E05 4.E04 5.E.04
Groundwater Groundwater

SAO91 -
Groundwater On-Site

Direct Contact

Chloroform 2.1EO1 u/L Liver 6E-04 3.E-04 4.E-05 -- i.E-OS
li-Dichioroethane 1.1E+OO ug/L Kidney 3,E-04 1.E-O3 2.E-05 — 1.E-O3

1,2-Dichloroethane l.8E-O1 ug/L 2,E-04 2.E-04 6.E-06 — 4.E-04
li-Dichloroethene 2.4E+OO ug/L Liver i.E-OS 2.E-02 2.E-04 -- 2.E-O2

ci-12-Oichloroethene 3.SE+OO ug/L

Blood-
forming
system 9.E-03 5.E-02 9.E-04 -- 5.E-02

Trichloroethene 9,6E+Oi ug/L
Nervous
system 9.E+OO 8.E-O2 1.E+OO -- i.E+O1

Arsenic 5.1E+OO ug/L Skin 5.E-O1 -- 1.E-03 -- 5.E-O1

Barium 5.4E÷O1 ug/L Kidney 2.E-02 -- 6.E-05 -- 2.E-O2

Chromium l.1E+Ol ug/L
None

reported 2.E-04 -- 6.E-07 -- 2.E-04

Chromium, hexavalent 9.9E+OO ugIL

None

reported 9.E-02 -- 5.E-04 -- 9.E-02
Iron 8.7E+O1 uIL 8.E-03 -- 2.E-O5 -- 8.E-03

Nickel i.6E+OO uglL
Decreased

weight 2.E-03 -- 1.E-O6 -- 2.E-OS

Vanadium 2.8E+O1 ufL
Liver and

kidney 1.E-O1 -- 3.E-04 - 1.E-O1

TOTAL 1.E+01 tE-Ol 1.E+0O -- 1.E+01

TOTAL (soil (0-2 ft bgs] + groundwater) = tE+01
TOTAL (soil (0-10 ft bgá] + groundwater) = 1.E+01

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Chiid

Medium
Exposure
Medium Exposure Point

.

Chemical of Concern
Exposure PoInt
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration Units

PrImary
Target Orgar'

Non-Carcino lenic Hazard Quotient

Ingestion inhaiation Dermai Produce

Exposure
Routes
Total

Soil Soil SA091 .
Soil On-site

DlrectContact
(0-2 ft bgs)

DDD 8.2E-04 ma/kg 2.E-05 7.E-11 3.E-O6 5.E-05 8.E-05
DDE 8.9E-04 ms/kg 2.E-05 7.E-1 1 3.E-06 4.E-O5 6.E-O5
DDT 1.4E03 mg/kg Liver 4.E-05 I.E-b 5.E-O6 6.E-05 i,E-O4

TOTAL 8.E-05 3.E-10 tE-05 LE-04 2.E-04
SA091 -

SoilOn-site
Direct Contact

(0-10 ft bgs)

DDD 1.OE-03 mg/kg 3.E-05 8.E-11 4.E-06 6.E-05 9,E-05
DDE i.6E02 mglkg 4.E-04 1.E-O9 6.E-O5 6.E-04 i.E-03
DDT i2E02 mg/kg Liver 3.E-O4 1.E-O9 5.E-O5 5.E-04 9,E-04

TOTAL 7.E-04 2.E-09 1.E-04 1.E-03 2.E-03
Groundwater Groundwater

SAO91 -
Groundwateron-Site

Direct Contact

Chloroform 2.1E-O1 ug/L Liver i.E-OS 8.E-04 7.E-05 -- 2.E-OS

il-Dichloroethane l.1E+OO uIL Kidney 7.E-04 2.E-03 3.E-05 -- 3.E-03

12-Dichloroethane i8E-O1 ug/L 4.E-04 5.E-04 1.E-05 -- 9.E-04

li-Dichloroethene 2.4E+OO ug/L Liver 3.E-03 4.E-02 2.E-04 -- 4,E-02

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 3.3E+OO ug/L

Blood-

forming
system 2.E-02 1.E-O1 1.E-03 -- 1.E-O1

Trichioroethene 9.6E+Oi ug/L

Nervous

system 2.E+O1 2.E-O1 2.E+OO — 2.E+O1

Arsenic 5.1E+OO ugIL Skin 1.E+OO -- 2.E-03 -- 1.E+OO

Barium 5.4E+O1 ugIL Kidney 5.E-02 -- 1.E-O4 -- 5.E-02

Chromium 1.1E+O1 ugIL

None
reported 5.E-O4 -- 9.E-07 -- 5.E-04

Chromium, hexavalent 9.9E+OO ug/L

None
reported 2.E-O1 -- 8.E-04 -- 2.E-O1

Iron 8.7E+O1 ug/L 2.E-02 -- 4.E-05 -- 2.E-02

Nickel 16E+OO ugIL
Decreased

weight 5.E-03 -- 2.E-06 -- 5.E-O3

Vanadium 2.8E+O1 u/L
Liver and

kidney S.E-O1 -- 5.E-04 -- 3.E-O1

TOTAL 2.E+01 3.E-01 2.E+00 -- 2.E+01

TOTAL (soil (0-2 ft bgs] .i- groundwater) = 2.E+01

TOTAL (soil (0-10 ft bgsl + groundwater) = 2.E+01
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Outdoor Occupational
Receptor Age: Adult

Medium
Exposure
Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration Units

Primary
Target Organ

Non-Carcin'venlc Hazard Quotient

ingestion inhalation Dermal Produce

Exposure
Routes
Total

Soil Soil SAO91 -
SoilOri-site

DirectContact
(0-2 ft bgs)

ODD 8.2E-04 mg/kg 8.E-07 2.E-11 9.E-07 -- 2.E-06
DDE 8.9E-04 mg/kg 9.E-07 2.E-11 1.E-06 — 2.E-08
DDT i,4E-03 mg/kg Liver 1.E-O6 4.E-11 2.E-O6 -- 3.E-O6

TOTAL 3.E-06 8.E-11 4.E-06 -- 7.E-06
Scenario Timefrarne: Future
Receptor Population: Construction Worker
Receptor Age: Adult

Medium
Exposure
Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration Units

Primary
Target Organ

Non-Carcin'genlc Hazard Quotient

ingestion inhalation Dermai Produce

Exposure
Routes
Total

Soil Soil SAO91 -
Soil On-site

DirectContact
(0-10 ft bgs)

DDD tOE-OS mfkg 9.E-06 2.E-11 5.E-06 -- 1.E-05
DDE 1.6E-O2 mfkg 2.E-04 4.E-1O 7.E-05 -- 2.E-O4
DDT 1.2E-02 m/ig Liver 1.E-04 3.E-1O 6.E-05 -- 2.E-04

TOTAL 3.E-04 i.E-b 1.E-04 -- 4.E-04

LRA P ROD #1
RDD/04034001 8 (CAH2O54xls) 04/09/2004



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 258 of 375

S

.

Appendix B
PRL S-040 Decision Summary

S



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 259 of 375

APPENDIX B

PRL 5-040 Decision Summary

Bi .1 Site Name, Location, and Description
PRL S-040 is located in the northern portion of OU H and covers approximately 8 acres.
PRL 5-040 is the former location of an aircraft maintenance and engine test area. The site is
the current location of the Base Commissary (Building 910) and commissary storage
warehouse (Building 911).

Bi .2 Site History and Enforcement Activities

B1.2.1 Site History
PRL S-40 consists of a former aircraft maintenance and engine test area (Maintenance Apron
Terminal [MATI B) where aircraft were stored and maintained and engines were tested
between 1946 and 1968. The exact location of the engine test stand is unknown (PA, 1995).
PRL 5-040 is bordered by James Way and PRL P-007 (a drainage ditch) to the north, AOC H-
13 (former automobile hobby shop) to the east, AOC H-8 (former POL storage facility) to the• south, and PRL B-7 (former spoil area) to the southwest. Fuel tanks, fuel lines, and oil/water
separators were also located at the site during the period of operation, but were removed by
1971. An abandoned portion of the industrial wastewater line (IWL) is located in the
southern portion of the site. Buildings 910 (base commissary) and 912 (commissary storage
warehouse) were constructed at the site in 1984 and 1987, respectively.

The site currently serves as a portion of the parking lot for customers of the base exchange
and commissary. An area, approximately 100 feet north of the site, provides dormitory
housing for employees of McClellan Park tenants who require temporary housing while
attending training sessions onbase. No parcels adjacent to this site are used for residential or
other "sensitive" uses (i.e., day-cares, schools, or hospitals).

Bi.2.2 Previous Investigations
• Site Investigations in 1985 (OUs E-H Preliminary Assessment, McClellan, 1995).

• Site Investigation in 1990 (McClellan Environmental Management (EM)
Memorandum, 1990).

• Remedial Investigation in 2000 (OUs E-H RICS 2, Jacobs, 2000).

Bi .3 Community Participation
Details of the community relations/public participation program are provided in Section 2.2
of the ROD.

RDD/040330023 (CLR246&DOC) B-i
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B114 Scope and Role of Operable Unit or Response Action •
Section 2.3.1 of the ROD describes the overall site deanup strategy for the Base, and
potential future response plans for PRL S-040 are included in Section 2.3.4 of the ROD.

Soil at site PRL S-040 is only contaminated with fuel-related compounds and is proposed for
no action under CERCLA. However, the fuel contamination will be handled under State

requirements.

Bi5 Site Characteristics

B1.5..1 Source of Contamination
Potential release locations included an aircraft engine test stand, aboveground fuel tanks
and lines, oil/water separators, and the abandoned portion of the 1WL. Potential
contaminants identified in the RICS were metals, TPH, PCBs, SVOCs, and VOCs, most of
which likely resulted from the distribution or use of fuels at the site.

Key information regarding characterization of the site that was used to prepare this
summary is provided in the following list of documents that are listed in chronological
order:

Jacobs. 2000a. Operable Units E-H: Remedial Investigation Characterization Summaries 2.
Final. June.

Text: Vol.2, PRL S-40, pgs. 1-18
Hits Table: Vol. 2, PRL S-40, Attachment 1, pgs. 1-12
All Data: Vol. 4, Appendix A, PRLS4O, pgs. 29-59, 73-111
Human Health Risk Assessment Data: Vol. 6, Appendix Cl, Section 9.18 pgs. 9-73
to 9-77, Tables 9.18.9 to 9.18.15

McClellan. 1995. Final Operable Units E through H Preliminary Assessment Report. Final.
January. pgs. 3-6, 3-12, 3-13, PRL 1 through 12,

Bi.5.2 Sampling Strategy and Type of Contamination

During the pre-RI and RI investigations, soil and groundwater samples were collected from
20 excavation locations and 35 soil borings from 1985 to 2000. Samples were analyzed for
PCBs, SVOCs, VOCs, metals, TPH, and pesticides. Samples were collected mainly in the
northern portion of PRL S-040 where contamination was suspected.

In 1985, prior to the RI, two investigations were performed to characterize contamination at
the site. In the first effort, eight soil samples were collected from one excavation and
analyzed for PCBs, SVOCs, VOCs, TPH, and pesticides. Only TPH-D was detected. In the
second effort, an additional 54 soil samples were collected from 19 excavations and
analyzed for TPH. Again, TPH-D was detected. A third investigation was performed in
1990. Sixty-three soil samples were obtained from 23 borings. However, sampling locations
and analytical results were not well documented.

S
B-2 RDD/040330023 (CLR2463.DOC)



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 261 of 375
APPENDIX B FRI S-040 DECISION SUMMARY

. As a part of the RI investigation, 24 soil borings were drilled and sampled for TPH, SVOCs,
and metals. TPH-G and TPH-D were detected; 11 SVOCs were detected above detection
limits; and, 15 metals were detected at least once above background levels.

Location of Contamination

The following sections describe the lateral and vertical extent of contamination at PRL S-040.
SVOCs, PCBs, metals, TPH, and fuel-related VOCs were the primary contaminants. Figure
B1-1 identifies the site location and significant site features. Figure B1-2 provides the data
from the remedial investigation sampling.

PCBs and SVOCs

PCBs were not detected in any of the 25 samples that were collected for PCB analysis.

SVOCs were analyzed in soil samples collected from 24 borings. Three contaminants,
2,6-dinitrotoluene (a single detection at 0.63mg/kg at 6.25 feet in boring PS4OSBOO5),
naphthalene, and 2-methylnaphthalene were detected at concentrations above the screening
level for protection of human health. 2,6-dinitrotoluene was not detected in the 2-foot bgs
sample, and no SVOCs were detected in the 9.5-foot bgs sample. Elevated levels of TPH-D
were reported in the same samples as had detections of the three SVOCs. The naphthalene
and 2-methylnaphthalene contamination is likely due to the distribution and use of fuels at
the site.

Eight other SVOCs were detected at the maximum concentration indicated below, but
at concentrations less than the chemical-specific screening levels for the protection of
human health, surface water, and groundwater:

• DEHP (bis (2-ethylhexyl)phthalate at 0.44 mg/kg
• DEPH (diethylphthalate) at 0.034 mg/kg
• Benz(a)anthracene at 0.021 mg/kg
• Fluorene at 1.3 mg/kg
• NNSPH (N-nitrosodiphenylamine) at 0.026 mg/kg
• Phenanthrene at 0.96 mg/kg
• DNBP (di-n-butylphthalate) at 0.89 mg/kg
• Di-n-octyl phthalate at 0.049 mg/kg

Metals

Based on the OUs E-H RICS2, 15 metals, including arsenic and iron, were detected at
concentrations above their respective background values (for silts and clays and sand).
However, a statistical analysis indicated that only six metals (copper, lead, vanadium, zinc,
potassium and sodium) were present at concentrations greater than would be considered
normal variance of background. Potassium and sodium are considered essential minerals
and not associated with any source of contamination. In addition, none of the reported
concentrations of lead or zinc exceeded the respective "combined" background
concentrations.

• The maximum concentrations of copper, lead, vanadium, and zinc (all detected in
PS4OSBO13 at 2 feet bgs) were less than all screening levels for the protection of human
health, surface water, and groundwater. With the exception of copper, the reported

RDD040330023(CLR2463i3OC) 8-3



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 262 of 375
APPENDIX B PRL S-040 DECISION SUMMARY

concentrationswere less than the maximum concentrations of the background data set
(Basewide Background Study, Radian, 1994). In addition, no metals were reported above
background concentrations at 5.75 and 10 feet bgs in the same boring.

Other than PS4OSBO13, the only other coincident elevated copper and vanadium
concentrations were reported in PS4OSB12 at 5.25 feet bgs and in PS4OSB15 at 5 feet bgs.
PS4OSB12 was located approximately 70 feet east of PS4OSBO13, and PS4OSB15 was located
approximately 130 feet southwest of PS4OSBO13. No metals were reported above
background in samples from the same borings collected at 2.5 and 9 feet bgs. The other
elevated concentrations of copper and vanadium were sporadic. In each case, other samples
from the same borings had concentrations of the two metals at less then the "combined"
background concentrations.

The maximum reported concentrations of arsenic, iron, and manganese exceeded the
screening levels for the protection of human health, and arsenic exceeded the screening level
for the protection of groundwater. Arsenic and iron concentrations also exceeded their
respective "combined" background concentrations, but manganese concentrations did not.
However, as indicated in the RICS, the concentrations of arsenic, iron, and manganese are
considered within normal variance of background based on the statistical analysis (Jacobs,
2000a).

TPH-D

TPH-D was detected in 27 samples from 24 borings at PRL 5-040 from 8.4 mg/kg to
11,000 mg/kg. The highest concentration was reported at boring PS4OSBOO5 at a depth of
6.25 feet bgs. At 2 feet bgs, TPH-D was reported at 4,200 mg/kg and non-detect at 9.75 feet
bgs in the same boring. Other borings where TPH-D was detected included PS4OSBOO1,
PS4OSBOO7, PS4OSBOO8, PS4OSBOO17, PS4OSBO21, and PS4OSBO23. There were no detections
of TPH-D above 100 mg/kg below 11 feet bgs. The only detection below 11 feet bgs
(i.e., 20 feet) was 10 mg/kg at boring PS4OSBO22. TPH-D is a significant contaminant at
PRL S-040 and is likely limited to the upper 15 feet across the site.

Data collected from an EM investigation in 1985 were also used to define the extent of TPH
contamination. Fifty-four samples were collected from 19 excavations. Samples were
collected between 1 and 5 feet bgs and analyzed for TPH-D. Concentrations of TPH-D
exceeded 1,000 mg/kg in 14 of the 54 samples. Seven of the samples had reported TPH
concentrations between 10,000 and 30,000 mg/kg.

TPH-G

TPH-G was detected in 15 RI samples from 24 borings ranging from 0.17 mg/kg to
1,600 mg/kg. The highest detection was reported in the same sample with the highest
TPH-D concentration (boring PS4OSBOO5 at a depth of 6.25 feet bgs). At 2 feet bgs, TPH-G
was reported at 360 mg/kg and 16 mg/kg at 9.75 feet bgs. Other borings where TPH-G was
detected included PS4OSBOO1, PS4OSBOO7, PS4OSBOO8, and PS4OSBOO17. TPH-G is
determined to be a significant contaminant at PRL S-040 and is likely limited to the upper
15 feet across the site. .
B-4 RDD/040330023 (CtR2463.DOC)
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• VOCs were reported in samples from 8 of 19 borings sampled for soil gas. Benzene,
ethylbenzene, hexane, xylene, and Freon were reported above detection limits. The reported
VOCs are fuel related constituents with the exception of Freon. Freon was reported above
detection limits in only one boring at depths from 20 to 60 feet bgs. No other contaminants
(e.g., VOCs or fuels) were detected in the samples with detections of Freon. There is no
known source of the Freon contamination.

Fuel-related VOCs and TCE were also detected in groundwater samples at concentrations
below their respective maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), and TPH-D exceeded the taste
and odor threshold. The TCE contamination in groundwater is likely from source
upgradient of PRL S-040. Predictive modeling concluded that VOCs in the vadose zone will
not impact groundwater above MCLs. VOC contamination at PRL S-040 will be addressed
in the VOC FS Addendum and VOC ROD.

Bi .5.3 Contamination Exposure and Migration
Potential future exposure of residents or workers to contaminated soil is the most significant
exposure pathway. Potential exposure may also occur when shallow soils are brought to the
surface by excavation, drilling, or construction.

The likelihood of migration to other media is high. Based on modeling results and analytical
data reviewed during the Initial Parcel FS #1 evaluation, TPH-D and TPH-G present a
potential threat to groundwater and surface water.

Bi .6 Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses
The predominant current land uses at McClellan include industrial, aviation, and
residential. There are also some open areas present that are not currently used for any of
these purposes. Currently, the Base commissary and commissary storage warehouse are
partially located within PRL S-040.

In the future, the remaining portions of PRL S-040 will likely be used for commercial!
industrial or mixed use purposes. Various scenarios were evaluated in the human health
risk assessment, including the residential scenarios, to provide information to evaluate the
range of potential uses for the site and to make future risk-management decisions.

Bi .7 Human Health Risk Assessment
The baseline human health risk assessment estimates what risks the site poses if no action
were taken. It provides the basis for taking action and identifies the contaminants and
exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the remedial actions. This section of the
ROD summarizes the results of the baseline risk assessment for PRL S-040.

Bi .7.1 Identification of Chemicals of Concern• Four metals and 21 organic chemicals were identified as potential COCs for PRL S-040.
Tables B-la through B-id present the soil data summary (0 to 2 feet bgs and 0 to 10 feet bgs
depth intervals), air concentration data summary and groundwater data summary, for PRL
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5-040, respectively (tables are located at the end of this appendix). The tables for soil and
groundwater include the range of concentrations for COCs, as well as the frequency of
detection (i.e., the number of times the chemical was detected in the samples collected at the
site), the EPCs, and how the EPCs were derived. In general, the lower value of the
maximum concentration or the upper 95th percent confidence limit on the arithmetic mean
was used as the EPC for COCs detected in more than one sample. The EPCs for air were
modeled from soil concentrations; both soil and modeled air concentrations are shown on
Table B-lb.

Bi .7.2 Exposure Assessment
A conceptual model was developed that describes the potential exposure pathways
associated with soil and groundwater at PRL S-040 (see Figure 2-3 in Section 2.4 of the
ROD). The exposure area is limited to two acres of the northern portion of the site.
Although PRL 5-040 wifi likely be used for commercial/industrial or mixed use purposes in
the future, several exposure scenarios were evaluated in the human health risk assessment
to provide information for future risk-management decisions.

The following exposure scenarios were quantitatively evaluated in the human health risk
assessment:

• Exposure of hypothetical future residents (adults and children) to soil (0 to 2 feet bgs)
• Exposure of hypothetical future residents (adults and children) to soil (0 to 10 feet bgs)
• Exposure of hypothetical future residents (adults and children) to groundwater
• Exposure of outdoor workers to soil (0 to 2 feet bgs)
• Exposure of construction workers to soil (0 to 15 feet bgs)
• Exposure of indoor workers to air

The exposure routes that were considered in the risk assessment include incidental soil
ingestion, inhalation of VOCs (indoor air for residents and ambient air for outdoor workers
and construction workers) and resuspended particulates, and dermal contact with soil. For the
residential scenarios, the ingestion of homegrown produce was included. For groundwater, the
ingestion, inhalation of VOCs, and dermal contact exposure routes were considered. For the
indoor worker, potential risk associated with inhalation of VOCs in indoor air was evaluated.

BI.7.3 Toxicity Assessment
The toxicity data that were used in the human health risk assessment are summarized on Tables
B-4 and B-5. Health effects are divided into two categories: cancer and non-cancer effects.
Although significant concentrations of fuel products are present, the risk assessment does not
include the TPH data, as there are no definitive means of assessing toxicity from exposure to fuel.

Table B-4 presents the slope factors used to estimate potential excess lifetime cancer risks
associated with exposure to soil at PRL S-040. As shown on Table B-4, the oral slope factor
was used to estimate potential risks associated with dermal exposure. These slope factors
were obtained from Cal-EPA Cancer Potency Factors (2000) and EPA National Center for
Environmental Assessment.

Table B-5 presents the RfDs used to evaluate the potential for non-cancer health effects. The
oral RfD was used to estimate potential health effects associated with dermal exposure. The
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S reference doses shown on Table B-5 were obtained from various sources as noted on the
table. For some of the COCs, inhalation RfDs are not available so oral RfDs were used to
evaluate the inhalation exposure route.

Bi.7.4 Risk Characterization
The California and EPA toxicity values described above were used in the human health risk
assessment along with the exposure information to estimate the potential risks from
contacting soil and groundwater at PRL S-040. The risk characterization process and
calculations are described in Appendix A, Section A.1.4.

Both residential and occupational exposure scenarios were evaluated for PRL S040. The risk
results for the residential and occupational scenarios are presented in the text below. However,
the risk summary tables only present the results for the residential scenario. Because there are a
large number of chemicals evaluated for PRL S-040 and risks for the occupational scenarios
were below USEPA's risk management range, only the residential results are presented in the
risk summary tables for PRL S-040. This approach is consistent with USEPA ROD guidance
that states the primary focus of the risk assessment summary should be on those exposure
pathways found to pose actual or potential threats to human health.

The potential cumulative cancer risks (soil and groundwater risks) for PRL S-040 are as
follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval of soil plus groundwater): 5 x 106

S . Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval of soil plus groundwater): 5 x 106
• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval): 3 x iO
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval): 3 x iO

• Outdoor occupational worker: 2 x 10-8
Indoor occupational worker: 3 x iO

• Future construction worker: 4 x 10-10

The risk estimates for the residential scenarios are within EPA's risk management range.
The risk estimates for the worker scenarios are below EPA's risk management range. For the
residential scenarios, benzene is the primary contributor to the estimated risks, and
presumed household uses of groundwater are the primary contributing pathways.
However, benzo(a)anthracene was the primary contributor to soil risk.

The potential noncancer risks for PRL S-040 are as follows:

• Future adult resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 2
• Future adult resident (0 to 10 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 2

• Future child resident (0 to 2 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 2
• Future child resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater: 1

Indoor Occupation worker: <1
• Outdoor Occupational worker: <1
• Future Construction worker: <1
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The main COCs that contribute to the hazard indexes greater than one are naphthalene and
1,2,4-trimethylbenzene, and presumed household uses of groundwater are the primary
contributing pathways.

Table B-6 presents the potential cancer risk estimates for the residential exposure scenarios
at PRL S-040. The risk estimates for groundwater have been revised from the RICS2 for
Operable Units E-H (Jacobs, 2000) based on comments from the Human and Ecological Risk
Division (HERD) of the Department of Toxic Substances Control. In the RICS,
berizo(a)anthracene was incorrectly included as a groundwater contaminant and the wrong
concentration for benzene was used.

Table B—7 presents the non-cancer hazard indexes for the residential exposure scenarios at
PRL S-040. These risk estimates are based on reasonable maximum exposure and were
developed taking into account various conservative assumptions about the frequency and
duration of the receptors to soil and groundwater and the toxicity of the COCs.

Based on the risk assessment, the potential cancer risk from groundwater exposure for
future adult residents is 5.0 x 10-6. The main contributor to the potential cancer risk is
benzene. For groundwater, the noncancer hazard index for the future adult resident is
2.0 and the hazard index for the future child resident is 1.0. The main contributors to the
hazard indices are benzene, naphthalene, 1,2,4 trimethylbenzene, and 1,3,5
trimethylbenzene.

Bi.7.5 Uncertainties
There are uncertainties associated with the risk estimates for PRL S-040. The main
uncertainties are as follows:

• EPCs for groundwater are based on the maximum reported concentrations from two
samples collected in the A-zone. The productive yield of the A-zone is insufficient to
support a typical well for domestic use, so the risk estimates for presumed household
uses of groundwater based on these maximum concentrations are most likely
overestimated.

• The indoor air exposure pathway was not evaluated for naphthalene and 2-methyl
naphthalene in the human health risk assessment. A comparison of the EPCs for these
two constituents to the risk-based screening levels that include the indoor air pathway
result in estimated HQs of 3 for naphthalene and 6 for 2-methyl naphthalene. These
results indicate noncancer hazards are underestimated by not including the indoor air
pathway for these two constituents.

• Cyclohexane was not included as a COC in the noncancer hazard indices; however, it
was detected in one boring at 13,000 ppbv at 9.7 feet bgs. Hazard quotients were
estimated for cyclohexane for the inhalation pathway and are as follows:

— Residential child: 0.000006
— Residential adult: 0.000002
— Outdoor occupational: 0.00000005
— Indoor occupational: 0.0000004
— Constructionworker: 0.000001
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including cyclohexane as a COC.

Toxicity criteria for some of the VOCs have changed since the human health risk
assessment was conducted. VOC risk estimates may increase or decrease by more than
an order of magnitude when the VOC risk assessment is updated with the most current
toxicity criteria. At this time, the current toxicity values for the following chemicals for
PRL S-040 are different than the toxicity values that were used in the risk assessment:

— Trichloroethene (TCE): There was a slight change to the California EPA oral slope
factor for TCE (changed from 0.015 to 0.013 [mg/kg-dayj-l) since the risk assessment
was performed but this change should not significantly impact the potential cancer
risk estimates. The current USEPA National Center for Environmental Assessment
(NCEA) oral slope factor for TCE is more stringent by more than an order of
magnitude than the value used in the risk assessment. For the inhalation slope
factor, NCEA currently has a more stringent value than the value used in the risk
assessment. However, the current California EPA inhalation slope factor for TCE is
less stringent than the value used in the risk assessment. The current oral RfD from
NCEA for TCE is more than an order of magnitude of more stringent than the value
used in the risk assessment. The current inhalation RfD for TCE from NCEA and the
inhalation RfD derived from the current REL from California EPA are both less
stringent than the inhalation RfD used in the risk assessment. Consequently, there is
uncertainty associated with the risk results for TCE due to various toxicity factors. currently available, and potential risks and Hazard Quotients associated with TCE
may be underestimated or overestimated.

— Acetone: The current oral RfD is less stringent by a factor of 9 than the value used in
the risk assessment. Since the inhalation RfD is route-extrapolated value from the
oral RfD, the new route extrapolated inhalation RfD is also less stringent than the
value used in the risk assessment. Consequently, the Hazard Quotients for acetone
may be overestimated.

— Benzene: The current oral RID for benzene is less stringent than the value used in the
risk assessment but the change should not significantly affect the HQs. The
inhalation RfDs based on the current USEPA reference concentration and the
California EPA REL are less stringent than the values used in the risk assessment.
Consequently, HQs for benzene may be overestimated.

—
sec-Butylbenzene: The current NCEA oral RfD and route-extrapolated inhalation RfD
are less stringent by a factor of four than the values used in the risk assessment.
Therefore, the HQs for sec-butylbenzene may be overestimated.

— 2-Methylnaphthalene: The current USEPA oral RID for 2-methylnaphthalene is more
stringent by a factor of five than the surrogate value that was used in the risk
assessment. Therefore, the HQs for this chemical may be underestimated.

— Toluene: The inhalation RfD based on the current California EPA REL is more
stringent than the value used in the risk assessment but the change should not
significantly affect the HQs.
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— Xylenes: The current USEPA oral and inhalation RfDs are more stringent by at least
an order of magnitude than the values used in the risk assessment. In addition, the
inhalation RH) based on the current California EPA REL is more stringent by an
order of magnitude than the value used in the risk assessment. Therefore, HQs for
xylenes may be underestimated.

Bi.7.6 Basis for No Action
The risk estimates for PRL S-040 do not exceed the EPA's threshold of acceptable risk
(i.e., hazard indices greater than 1 and the cancer risk greater than 1 x 10-6 for the residential
scenario) except for the indoor air pathway. Hazard Quotients associated with exposure to
two fuel-related contaminants, naphthalene, and 2-methyl naphthalene, were 3 and 6,
respectively, when the indoor air pathway was included. This fuels-related contamination at
PRL S-040 presents a threat to both human health and water quality, however, since
fuels-only contamination is exempt from CERCLA, the contaminants will be addressed
under State requirements. Therefore, no further action is warranted under CERCLA.

Bi .8 Statutory Authority Finding
The Air Force has determined that no action is required under CERCLA for non-VOCs in
soil at PRL S-040 because PRL S-040 is solely contaminated with fuel-related compounds.
Sites contaminated with fuel-related compounds are excluded from CERCLA requirements.
Therefore, the Air Force will remediate the fuel-related contaminants under State
requirements.

Bi .9 Documentation of Significant Changes
No significant changes for PRL S-040 have occurred since the Initial Parcel FS #1 was
prepared.

.
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PRL 5-040 FIGURE B1-2
DATATABLES
LRA INITIAL PARCEL RECORD OF DECISION #1

FORMER MCCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

PIT DATA

TPH-D

Depth Concentration

Soil Boring (feet bgs) (mg/kg)a
Piti 3 12

Pit2 1 10.5
2 1.2
3 3.8

Pit 3 1 13,000
2 30,000
3 21,000

Pit 4 5 17,000
Pit 5 1 14,000

2 16,000
3 4,000

Pit6 1 1.6
Pit 7 1 9,200

2 1.8
Pit8 1 68

1 1.1
3 4.7

Pit9 1 1.9
2 1.5

Pit 10 1 314
2 500
3 18,000

Pith 1 10
2 11

Pit 12 1 1.0
3 11

Pit 13 1 1,400
2 1,900
3 1,200

Pit 14 2 1.9
Pit 15 2 9,284
Pit 16 2 5.1

4 7,270
Pit 17 2 463

4 36.1
Pit 18 4 47.9
Pit 19 2 2.8

4 78.5/1 50

Depth 2-Methyl
Soil Boring (feet bgs) 2,6.Dinitrotoluenea Nephthateneb Napthalene°
PS4OSBOOI 1.5 ND ND ND

2 ND IIJ 5.6J
6 ND ND 0.031J

9.25 ND ND ND
39.5 ND ND ND

PS4OSBOO2 2 ND ND ND
5.5 ND ND ND

11.5 ND ND ND
PS4OSBOO3 4.5 ND ND ND

11.5 ND ND ND
PS4OSBOO4 2 ND ND ND

5 ND ND ND
11.25 ND ND ND

PS4OSBOO5 2 ND 2.1 1.2
6.5 0.63J 25 ND
9.5 ND ND ND

PS4OSBOO6 3 ND ND ND
6.5 ND ND ND

11.5 ND ND ND
PS4OSBOO7 2 ND ND ND

4.25 ND 22 0.6J
9.5 ND 0.86J 0.16J

PS4OSBOO8 2.5 ND 4.6 2.4
5.25 ND 5.IJ 3J
8.75 ND ND ND

PS4OSBOO9 1.5 ND ND 0.18J
5.25 ND 0.55J ND
8.75 ND ND ND

PS4OSBO1O 1.5 ND ND ND
6 ND ND ND

9.25 ND ND ND
PS4OSBOI1 2 ND ND ND

5.75 ND ND ND
9.5 ND ND ND

39.5 ND ND ND
PS4OSBO12 2.5 ND ND ND

5.5 ND ND ND
9.5 ND ND ND

PS4OSBOI3 2 ND ND ND
6 ND ND ND

10.25 ND ND ND
PS4OSBO14 3 ND ND ND

6.5 ND ND ND
11.5 ND ND ND

PS4OSBO15 2.5 ND ND ND
5.25 ND ND ND
9.25 ND ND ND

PS4OSBO16 0.5 ND ND ND
5.5 ND ND ND

10.5 ND ND ND
PS4OSBO17 2 ND 1.7J 1.5J

5.75 ND 1.3J 0.44J
11 ND 0.34J 0.17J
20 ND 3 ND

PS4OSBO18 1.5 ND ND ND
6 ND ND ND

10.75 ND ND ND
PS4OSBO19 1.25 ND ND ND

6 ND ND ND
11 ND ND ND
20 ND ND ND

PS4OSBO2O 1.5 ND ND ND
5.25 ND ND ND
9,75 ND ND ND
20.5 ND ND ND

PS4OSBO21 11 ND 5J 1.3J
22 ND ND ND

PS4OSBO22 1.5 ND ND ND
6 ND ND ND

11 ND ND ND
20 ND 0.062J ND

PS4OSBO23 1.5 ND 0.026J ND
5.5 ND ND ND

10,5 ND ND ND
20.5 ND ND ND

TPH-D TPH-G

Soil Boring
Depth

(feet bgs)

Concentration

(mg/kg)a

Concentration

(mg/kg)b
PS4OSBOO1 1.5 220 ND

2 2,800 730
5.75 34 ND

9

39.25
ND
ND

ND
ND

PS40SBOO2 2
5.25

11.25

ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND

PS4OSBOO3 4
11,25

48
ND

ND
ND

PS4OSBOO4 2
4.75

11

21
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND

PS4OSBOO5 2
6.25
9.25

4,200
11,000

ND

360
1,600J

15
PS4OSBOO6 3

6.25
11

ND
12.J

18

ND
ND
ND

PS4OSBOO7 2
4

9.25

45
530
290

ND
690/230J

26
PS4OSBOO8 2.5

5.5
14

6,300/5,900
8.8J
IIJ

510
ND
ND

PS4OSBOO9 1.5
5
9

89
ND
ND

34
ND
ND

PS4OSBO1O 1.5
5.75

ND
ND

ND
ND

PS4OSBO11 2
5.5

9.25
39.25

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

PS4OSBOI2 2.5
5.25
925

ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND

PS4OSBO13 2
5.75

10

ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND

PS4OSBO14 3
6.25

11.25

ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND

PS4OSBOI5 2.5
5
9

11
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND

PS4OSBO16 0.5
5.5

10.5

ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND

PS4OSBO17 2
6

11

3,800
410

59

180
170
280

PS4OSBO18 1.5
6

10.75
20.75

ND
ND

9.2J
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

PS4OSBO19 1.25
6

11

21

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

PS4OSBO2O 1.5
5.25
9.75
20.5

ND
8.4J/8.8J

ND
ND

ND
ND

0.17J
ND

PS4OSBO2I 11
22

270
ND

0.26J
ND

PS4OSBO22 1.5
6

11
20

42
ND
ND
10

ND
0.19J

ND
ND

PS4OSBO23 1.5
5.5

10.5
20.5

130
ND
ND
ND

0.58J
0.28J

ND
ND

Prellminary cleanup goals for TPH-D In shallow and surface

soil are 100 mg/kg (for the lower goal) and 3,900 mg/kg in

shallow Soil and 3,190 mg/kg In

suface soil (for the upper goal).

Source September 1985 EM Soil

Sampling (Draft PA, 1995)

Bold Text-exceeds preliminary cleanup goal.
NA - Not Analyzed

ND - Not Detected

Preliminary cleanup goal for 2,6-dinitrotoluene is 0.0024 in surface and shallow Soil.

bPreliminary cleanup goal for 2-methyl naphthalene is 2.0 in surface and shallow soil.

Preliminary cleanup goal for naphthalene is 1.9 in surface and shallow soil.

Bold Text.exceeds preliminary cleanup goal.
NA - Not Analyzed

ND - Not Detected

°Prellminary cleanup goals for TPH-D In shallow and surface soil are

100 mg/kg (for the lower goal) and 3,900 mg/kg in shallow soil and

3,190 mg/kg In suface soil (for the upper goal).
bPreliminary cleanup goals for TPH-G in shallow and surface soil

are 10 mg/kg (for the lower goal) and 220 mg/kg in shallow soil and

160 mg/kg in suface soil (for the upper goal).
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Table Bi-la
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations
PRL S-040

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium Soil Gas
Exposure Medium Soil Gas

Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Concentration Detected
(ppbv)

Frequency
of

Detection

95° UCL
Concentration

(ppbv)

StatIstical
Measures

Exposure Point
concentratlonb

(ppbv)

Exposure POiflt
Concentration In Soll

(mg/kg)Mm Max

PRL S-040 - Soil Gas Benzene 2.OE+02 2.OE+02 1/6 1 .6E+02 95UCL Lognormal 1 .6E+02 6.OE-04

Ethylbenzene 1 .OE+02 8.8E+02 1/2 1 .OE+03 Max Detect 8.8E+02 4.OE-03

n-Hexane 3.9E+03 3.9E+03 1/2 >1.0E1-06 Max Detect 3.9E+03 3.OE-03

2,2,4-Trimethylpentane 3.9E÷02 1 .3E+05 3/6 >1 .OE+06 Max Detect 1 .3E+05 1 .OE-O1

Xylenes 3.2E+02 3.4E+03 2/6 2.5E+04 Max Detect 3.4E+03 6.CE-02

a The statistical measure indicates the basis for the exposure point concentration,
b The exposure point concentration is the lower value of the maximum concentration or the 95th UCL concentration.

Exposure point concentrations for these VOCs in soil are modeled from measured shallow soil gas concentrations.
d Modeled VOC concentrations in soil were used to evaluate the Ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation exposure pathways.

95th UCL = 95 percent upper confidence limit on the mean.

LRA lP ROD #1
RDD/04034001 8 (CAH2054.xls) 04/09/2004



Table Bi-ib
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations
PRL S-040

McClellan AR # 5488 Page 272 of 375

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium Air
Exposure Medium Air

Exposure Point
Concentration

Residential lndoorb

(mg/rn3)Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Exposure Point
Concentration in SOila

(mg/kg)

1-Year Flux Rate

(g/m2-s)

30-Year Flux Rate

(g/m2-s)

PRL S-040 - VOCs in Air

Benzene 6.OE-04 2.26E-11 4.03E-12 2.OE-06

Ethylbenzene 4.OE-03 1.21E-1O 2.68E-11 2.OE-05

n-Hexane 3.OE-03 6.59E-1O 1.84E-11 1.OE-05

2,2,4-Trimethylpentane 1 .OE-O1 1.31 E-08 7.OOE-1 0 4.OE-04

Xylenes 6.OE-02 1 .79E-1 1 1.50-10 9.OE-05
a Exposure point concentrations for these VOCs in soil are modeled from measured shallow soil gas concentrations.
b Emissions from soil and resulting air concentrations were estimated from models using the exposure point concentration modeled in soil.

LRAIPROD#1
RDD/04034001 8 (CAH2054.xls). . 04/09/2004.
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Table Bi-ic
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations
PRLS-040

McClellan AR # 5488 Page 27 of 375

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium Groundwater
Exposure Medium Groundwater

Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Concentration Detected
(LI. TL) Frequency

of
Detection

g5th UCL

Concentration
(IL)

Statistical
Measureb

Exposure Point
Concentrationc

(&gIL)Mm Max

Groundwater On-site
Direct Contact

Acetone 9.4E+OO 9.4E+OO 1/2 -- Max Detect 9.4E+OO

Benzene 1 .2E-O1 4.6E-O1 2/2 -- Max Detect 4.6E-O1

sec-Butylbenzene 2.7E-O1 2.7E-O1 1/2 -- Max Detect 2.7E-O1

Ethylbenzene 1 .3E÷OO 1 .3E+OO 1/2 -- Max Detect 1 .3E+OO

p. Isopropyltoluene 1.1 E-O1 1 .1 E-O1 1/2 .. Max Detect 1.1 E-O1

Naphthalene 1 .4E+OO 1 .4E÷OO 1/2 -- Max Detect 1 .4E÷OO

n-Propylbenzene 3.1E-O1 3.1E-O1 1/2 .- Max Detect 3.1E-O1

Toluene 2.5E-o1 2.8E-O1 2/2 -- Max Detect 2.8E-O1

Trichioroethene 4.6E-O1 4.6E-O1 1/2 -- Max Detect 4.6E-O1

1 ,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 1 .6E+OO 1 .6E+OO 1/2 -- Max Detect 1 .6E+OO

1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 7.2E-O1 7.2E-O1 1/2 -- Max Detect 7.2E-O1

Xylenes 6.6E÷OO 6.6E+OO 1/2 -- Max Detect 6.6E+OO

a Due to the limited data set, a statistical analysis could not be conducted to determine the 95 UCL concentration.
b The statistical measure indicates the basis for the exposure point concentration.
The exposure point concentration is the lower value of the maximum concentration or the 95th UCL concentration.

95th UCL = 95 percent upper confidence limit on the mean.

LRAIPROD#1
RDD/04034001 8 (CAH2054.xls) 04/09/2004
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Table Bi-id
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-SpecIfic Exposure Point Concentrations
PRLS-040

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium Soil
Exoosure Medium Soil

Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Concentration Detected
(mg/kg) Frequency

of
Detection

95th UCL
Concentration

(mg/kg)

Statistlcai
Measure

Exposure Point
Concentratlonb

(mg/kg)Mm Max

PRLS-040-
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-2 ft bgs)

Copper 1.4Es.01 3.7E+01 12/12 2.5E+01 95UCL Lonormal 2.5E+01

Lead 3.4E.G0 I .SE+01 11/12 - 7.8E+00 9SUCL Normal 7.8E+00

Vanadium 3.8E+O1 8.7E+O1 12/12 6.5E+01 95UCL Normal 6.5E+O1

Zinc 2.8E+O1 7.9E+01 11/11 5.3E+01 95UCL Lognormal 5.3E+01

Benzo(a)anthracene 2.OE-02 2.OE-02 1/19 6.OE-02 Max Detect 2.OE-02

Benzo(gh,i)perylene 2.OE-02 2.OE-02

-
1/19 6OE-02 Max Detect 2.OE-02

2-Methylnaphthalene 2.6E-02 1.1E+01 6/19 22E+01 MaxDetect 1.1E+01

Naphthalene 1.8E-01 5.6E+00 5/19 6.7E÷00 Max Detect 5.6E+00

N-nitrosodiphenylamine 26E-02 2,6E-02 1/19 — 5.9E-02 Max Detect 2.6E-02

Phenanthrerte 1 .9E-01 1 .9E-01 1/19 1.1 E-01 95UCL Lognormar 1.1 E-01

PRL S-040-
Soil On-site

Direct Contact
(0-10 ft bgs)

Copper 1.2Ei.01 4,4E+01 30/30 — 2.6E+01 95UCL Lognormal 2.6E÷0i

Lead 2.9E+O0 1.3E+01 28/30 7.9E+00 95UCL Normal 7.9E÷00

Vanadium 3.8E+01 8.7E+01

—

29/29 6.OE+01 95UCL Normal 6.OE+0i

Zinc 2.8E+01 1.OE+02 27/27 5.6E+01 95UCL Lognormat 5.6E+01

Benzo(a)anthracene 2.1E-02 2.1E-02 1/52

—

2.2E-02 Max Detect 2.IE-02

Benzo(gh,l)perylene 2.1E-02 2.1E-02 1/52 2.2E-02 Max Detect 2.IE-02

26-Dinitrotoluene 6.3E.01 6.SE-01 1/52 2.5E-02 95UCL Lognormal 2.5E-02

Fluorene 5.IE-02 1.3E+00 2/52 3.9E-02 9SUCLLognormal 39E-02

2-Methylnaphthalene 2.6E.02 25E+01 13152 1.6E+00 95UCL Lognormal 1.6E+00

Naphthalene 3.1E-02 5.6E+00 11/52 2.8E-01 95UCLLognormal 2.8E-01

N-nitrosodiphenylamine 2.6E-02 2.68-02 1/52 2.38-02 95UCL Lognormal 2.3E-02

Phenanthrene 3.2E-02 9.68-01 4/52 4.1E-02 95UCLLognormal 4.1E-02
The statistical measure Indicates the basis for the exposure point concentration.

The exposure point concentration is the lower value of the maximum concentration or the 95th UCL concentration.

95th UCL = 95 percent upper confidence limit on the mean.

LRA P ROD #1
RDD/04034001 8 (CAI-12054.xla)I . 04/09/2004.
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Table B1-2
Cancer ToxIcIty Data Summary
PRL S-040

. McClellan AR # 5488 Page

2o0f
375

Pathway: Ingestion, Dermal

tI•• Inhalation

sec- Butylbenzene
26-Dinitrotoluene

2-
Naphthalene

J- nitrosodiphenylamire
Phenanthrene

n-Propylbenzene
Toluene

Trichloroethene

S4 .,, ffh-•i.-.,

Table B1-3
Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
PRL S-040 ________
Pathwv innastlon. Dernil

Pathway: inhalation

Kidney

Naphthalerte Chronic 8.60-04 mg/kg-day Decreased body weight 3000

Notes:
Toxicity values used were accurate as of the date of report submittal arid are not necessarily the most current values.
Blank cells indicate information is not available or not applicable.

Cal-EPA California Environmental Protection Agency
HEAST Health Effects Assessment Summary Table
IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System
NCEA = National Center for Environmental Assessment, USEPA
PEF = Potency equivalency factor (USEPA 1993)
ROUTE = route-to-route extrapolated value (e.g., oral At D used for inhalation At D)
SURROGATE =
At Os for pyrene used for benzo(a)anthrecerre, benzo(ghl)peryiene; and phenanthrene.
RIDs for n-butylbenzene used for Isopropyltoluene.
At Os for n-hexane used for 2,24-trirnethylpent aria.
RIDs for naphthalene used for 2-rnethylnaphthalene.

LRAIPROD#1
ADD/04034001 8 (CAH2054.xls) 04/09/2004

Cherrricsl of Concern

Copper
Lead

Vanadium
Zinc

Acetone

Oral Cancer
Slope Factor

Dermal Cancer
Slope Factor Slope Factor Units Weight of Evidences

B2

Source Date

Benzene 1.00-01 1.OE-01 (mg/kg-day1 A Cal-EPA 2000

Benzo(a)anthracene 1.20+00 1.2E+00 (rng/kg-dayi1 B2 PEF 1993
Benzo(ghi)perylene
sac- Butylbenzene
26-Dinitrotoluene

Ethylbenzene
Fluorene

n-Hexane
p-laopropyltoluene

2-Metht4naphthalene
Naphthalene C

N-nitrosodiphenyfamine 9.00-03

1,50-02

9.00-03

1.5E-02

(mg/kg-dayi1

(rng/kg-day)'

B2

B2/C

Cal-EPA

NCEA

2000

2000

Phenanthrene

n-Propylbenzene
Toluene

Trichioroethene
1 24-Trimethylbenzene
I 35-Trimethylbenzene
224-Trimethylpentane

Xylenes

Chemical of Concern

Copper
Lead

Vanadium
Zinc

Inhalation Cancer
Slope Factor

Slope Factor
Units Weight of Evidencea

B2

Source Date

Acetone

Benzene l.OE-01 (mg/kg-day)1 A Cal-EPA 2000

Benuo(a)anfhracene 3.9E-01 (mg/kg-day) B2 PEP 1993

Benzo(gh,i)perylerre

A - human carcinogen
BI and 82 - probable human carcinogen
C possible human carcinogen
O - not classifiable as a human carcinogen
E - evidence of noncarcinogenicity for humans

Reference USEPA 1989. RIsk Assessment Guidance

for Superfund Volume I, Human Health Evaluation
Manual (Part A). EPA/540/1-89/002. December.

C

- 9.08-03 (mg/kg-davy1 82 Cal-EPA 2000

1.00-02 (rng/kg-dayy' 82/C NCEA 2000

Copper
Lead

Vanadium

Chronic 378-02

Chronic

Chemical of Concern Chronic/subchronic Oral At D

.
Oral At D Units Dermal At D . - . Primary

Taroet Oman
lma/KrJ-aavi i.i-O2 imo/Ka-cJavi

Zinc
Acetne

Chronic
Chronic

3.OE-01
tOE-Qi

(mg/kg-day) 3.00-01 (mg/kg-day)
(mg/kg-day) 1.05-01 (mg/kg-day)

7.OE-03 (mg/kg-day) 7.00-03 (mg/kg-day)

Fluorene Chronic 4OE-02

sac- Butyibenzene
2,6-Dinitrotoluene

Chronic
Chronic

1 .OE-02

1.OE-03
(mg/kg-day)
(mg/kg-day)

1 .OE-02

1.08-03
(mg/kg-day)
(mg/kg-day)

Ethylbenzene Chronic 1.08-01 (mg/kg-day) 1.00-01 (mg/kg-day) —

Uver and kidney -

n -Hexane Chronic 6.OE-02 (mo/kg-day) 6.OE-02 (mg/kg-day) Nervous system

t<idnev

(mo/kg-dayi 4.OE-02 (mg/kg-day) Blood-forming system

p-lsoprop4toIuene
2-Methylnaphthaiene

Chronic
Chronic

1.00-01
2.00-02

(mg/kg-day) 1.OE-01 (mg/kg-day)
(mg/kg-day)(mg/kg-day) 2.00-02

Naphthalene Chronic 2.00-02 (mg/kg-day) 2.00-02 (mg/kg-day) Decreat
N-nitrosodiphenylamine Chronic

Phenanthrene Chronic 3.OE-02 (mg/kg-day) 3.00-02 (mg/kg-day)
n-PropIbenzene

Toiuene
Chronic 4.OE-02 (mg/kg-day) 4.OE-02 (mg/kg-day)

(mg/kg-day)

Nan
Chronic 2.OE-01 (mg/kg-day) 2.OE-01

Trichloroethene Chronic 6.OE-03

Combined Sources of

Uncertainty/Moditring Pt 0: Dates of At 0:
Factors Target Organ Target Organ

______________ HEAST 1997

100 HEAST 1997
3 IRIS 2000

1000 IRiS 2000
3000 NCEA 2000

_______________ SURROGATE ___________
________________ SURROGATE ____________

10000 NCEA 2000
3000 HEAST 1997
1000 IRIS 2000

IRIS 2000
lEAST 1997

1ROGATE ________
1ROGATE ________
IRIS 2000

(mg/kg-day)

Chemical of Concern

(mg/kg-day) 6.0E-03 (mg/kg-day)
5. 00-02

Chronic/subchronic
Copper
Lead

Vanadium
Zinc

Acetone
Benzene

Inhalation At 0 UnitsInhalation Ri 0
3. 70-02

7.00-03
3.OE-01
1 .OE-01Chronic

Primary
Target Organ

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene

SURROGATE
NCEA 2002
IRIS 2000

NCEA 2000
NCEA
NCEA

2000
2000

Chronic

mg/kg-day Gastro-inleslinal system

sad body weight

Combined
Uncertainty/Modifying

Factors

1.7E-03

Chronic

1000

- ma/kg-ic

SURROGATE

ma/ka-dav

IRIS

Benzo(a)anthrscene Chronic 3.OE-02 mg/kg-day —

Fluorene Chronic
ri-Hexane

Kidney

onon

Sources of Pt 0:
Target Organ

ROUTE

ROUTE
ROUTE

Dates of RID:
Tarnat Omsn

p-laoprop4toluene

Blood-f ormino system

3.00-02
1 .OE-02
1 .OE-03
2.90-01
4. 00-02

2-Melhylnsphthalene

1000

Chronic
Chronic

3000

mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day5.7E-02

Chronic

ROUTE

liE-al
8. 60-04

mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day

NCEA
IRROGA1
IAROGA1
ROUTE
ROUTE

IRIS
ROUTE

N-nitrosodiphenylamine
Phenanfhrene

rt-Propyibenzene
Toluene

-
Chronic

Trichioroethene Chronic
4-Trirnethylbenzene Chronic

L5-Trimethylbenzene Chronic
.4-Trimethylpentane Chronic

Xylenes

10000

2000

2000

IRIS

1.1E-0l
6.08-03
1 .7E-03
1 .7E-03
5.7E-02

Chronic

SURROGATE

mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day
mg/kg-day2.OE+00 weight

IRIS
ROUTE
NCEA
NCEA

IRROGA1
ROUTE1000

2000

2000
2000
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Table B1-4
Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens
PAL S-040

S
McClellan AR # 5488 Page 27 of 375

LRA P ROD #1
RDD/04034001 8 (CAH2054.xls)

TOTAL Soil (0-2 ft bgs) + Groundwater Risks =
TOTAL Soil (0-10 ft bgs) + Groundwater Risks =

04/09/2004

Scenario Timefram Future
Receptor Populatlo Resident
ReceDtor Aae: Adult

Medium
Exposure
Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration

Units

Carcinogenic_Risk

Ingestion inhalation Dermal Produce

Exposure
Routes
Total

Soil Soil PRL S-040 - Soil
On-site Direct Contact

(0-2ftbgs)

Benzene 6.OE-04 mg/kg 9.E-11 3.E-08 3.E-11 3.E-08

Benzo(a)anthracene 6.OE-02 mg/kg 4.E-08 i.E-is 2.E-08 2.E-07 2.E-07

N-nitrosodiphenylamine 2.6E-02 mg/kg 4.E-i0 4.E-15 i.E-b 8.E-b0 i.E-09
TOTAL 4.E-08 3.E-08 2E-08 2.E-07 3.E-07

PRL S-040 - Soil
On-site Direct Contact

(0-lOftbgs)

Benzene 6.OE-04 mg/kg 9.E-i1 3.E-08 3.E-1l 3.E-08

Benzo(a)anthracene 2.iE-02 mg/kg 4.E-08 1.E-13 2.E-08 2.E-07 2.E07
N-nitrosodiphenylamine 2.3E-02 mg/kg 3.E-bO 3.E-16 i.E-b i.E-b 1.E-09

TOTAL 4.E-08 3.E-08 2.E-08 2.E-07 3.E-07
Groundwater Groundwater

PRL S-040 - Groundwater
On-site Direct Contact

Benzene 4.6E-0i g/L 7.E07 3.E-06 i.E-07 4.E-06
5.E-07
5.E-06

Trichloroethene 4.6E-0i g/L i.E-07 3.E-07 2.E-08
TOTAL 8.E-07 4.E-06 l.E-07

5.E-06
5.E-06
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Table81-5
Risk Characterlutlon Summary . Non-Carcinogens
PRL S-04O

Scenario limeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Adult

Medium
Exposure
Medium Exposure Point Chemloal of Concern

Exposure Point
Concentration

Exposure Point
Concentration Urtits

Primary
Target Orsn

Non-CaiopenlO Ha?_rd Quotient

lflgestton Inhalation Domial Produce
Exposure

Routes Total

Soil Soil
Gastro-intestinal

Copper 2.5E+O1 ms/kg System 7.E-O3 7.E-08 2.E-04 1.5-02 2.5-02
Lead 7,8E+00 m'kg -- — — -- -- -

VunSdium 6.SE+0l mg/kg Llverandkidnev 1.E-01 9.E-07 3.E-03 2.E-01 3.E01

Zinc 5.3E+01 mg/kg
Blood-forming

system 2.E-03 2.E-08 5.E-05 4.E-03 8.E-03
Acetone -- -- Kidney -- -- -- —

Blood-torming
Benzene

Benzo(S)unthrscene
Berro(ghi)perylene
seC-Butylbenene

6.05-04
605-02
6.05-03

--

mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg

••

system
--
--

KIdney

2.E-06
7.E-06
7.E-06

--

--

l.E-03 6.E-07
3.E05
2.E05

--

--

1,E03
4.E05
3.E05

--

7.Ei1 3.E06
6,5-11 3.E-06

— --

-- --26-Qinitrotoluene -- -• Nervous system

Ethylbeuzerre 4.05-03 mg/kg Liver and kldne" 4,5-07 6.5-05 1 .E-07 6,E05
Bloodforming

PIlL 5-040 -
SoilOrr-site

Fluorene •- -- system -- - .-

Direct Contact
(0-2 ft bgs)

,,-Hexane 3,OE-03 mg/kg Nervous system 6,5-07

8.E-03

3.E-03
--

4.E-05

—

2.E-04

1.E-06

—

4.5-10

--

2.E-07

2.5-03

9.E-04

2.5-05

i.E-Si

5.E-04

2.E04

1,5-01

4.E-03

5.E-04

p-Isopropyltoluene
2-Methylnaphthulens 1,15÷01 mg/kg

Naphthalene 5.65+00 mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg

--

Decreased body
weight

--
--

Nervous system

N-nitrosodiphenylsmine 2.SE-02
Pherranthrene liE-Si

n-Propylbenzsne --

Toluene -- .- Liver and kidney •- — -- — —

Trichtoroethene -- -. Nervous system -- -- - -- -

Blood-torming
1 ,2,4-Trirnethylbenzene -- -- system — --

Blood-forming
135-Trimethylberrzene •- -- system - -- --

22,4-Trirnethylpentane 1.05-01 mg/kg -- 2.E-05 6.5-03 5.E-06 6.E03
Decreased body

Xylenes 6.05-02 mg/kg weight 3.5-07 4.5-05 BE-OS - 4.E05
TOTAL 1.8-01 8.8.03 6.E-03 3.E-O1 5.E-O1

Castro-Intestinal

Copper 2.8E+01 mg/kg system 8.E-03 7.5-08 25-04 2.E-02 2.E02
Lead 7.9E+00 mg/kg -- -- -- -- —

VanadIum 6.05+01 mg/kg ,iverandkldne' 1.E-01 9.5-07 2.5-03 2.E-01 3,E01

Blood-forming
Zinc 5.65+01 m'kg system 2.E-03 2.E-0B 6.E-05 4.E-03 8.E-03

Acetone -- -- Kidney -- — — -- --

Blood-forming
Benzene 6.OE-04 mg/kg system

--
2.E-O6
8.E-06

1.E-03
7.E-11

6.5-07
3.E-06 3.5-05

1.E-03
4.E05Benzo(a)anthracene 2.IE-01 mg/kg

Benzo(ghl)perylerre 2.IE-02 mg/kg -- 8.5-06 7.E-11 3.5-06 2.5-05 3.5-05

sec-Butylbenzene

2,6-Dinitrotoluene

--

2.55-02

-•

mg/kg

KIdney

"lervous system

— — —

8.5-05

--

5.5-04 9.E-043.5-04 3.5.09

Ethylbenzene 4.OE-03 mg/kg Llverand kidney 4.E-07 6.E-05 1.E-07 -- BE-OS

Blood-forming
PAL S-040 -
Soil On-site

Fluorene 3.9E-02 mIkg system 1 .5-05 -- 5.E-OB — 2,5-05

Direct Contact r,-Hesane 3.05-03 mg/kg Nervous system 6.5-07 2.5-04 2.E-07 2,E04
(0-10 ft bga) p-lsopropyltoluerre -- --

2-Methylnaphthalene 1.6E+00 mg/kg •- 9,5-04 2.E-07 2.5-04 2.E-02 2.E-02

Decreased body
Naphthalene 2,8E-01 mg/kg weight

--
--

Nervous syStem

2,E-04 -- 4.5-05
.-

8.5-06

—

--
2.E-04

--

2.E04

2.E-04

-

N-nitroeodiphenylamine 2.3E-02 mg/kg -- --

Phenanthrene 4,1E-02 mg/kg 2.E-05 i.E-b

-- --n-Propylberrzene -- --

Toluene -- -. Liver and kidne" -- -- -- --

Trichloroethene -- -- Nemous system -- -- — -- .

Blood-forming
1 2,4-Trimethytbenoene -- •- system -- -- — --

Blood-forming
1 ,35-Trlmethylbenzene -- -- system -- -- -.

2,24-Trimethylpentane 1.0E01 mg/kg 2,E05 6.E-03 5.E-06 6.E03
Decreased body

Xytenes 6.OE-02 mg/kg weight 3.E-07 4.5-05 g.E-OS — 4,5-05
TOTAL —i:gr 8.5-03 3.E-03 2.8-01 3E-O1

Groundwater Groundwater
Castro-intestinal

Copper -- -- syetem -- -- -- -- -.
Lead •- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

Vanadium -- -- Liver and kidney -- -- -- — -

Blood-forming
Zinc -- -- system •- -- -- -- —

Acetone 9,4E+OO sg/L Kidney 9.5-03 4.E-02 3,5-05 — 5,5-02

Blood-forming
Benzene

Bunzo(a)anfhracene
4.65-01

--
ig'L
-

system 1,5-02 1.5-01 2.E-O3 -- 1.E-O1
--

Benzo(ghi)perylene -- •- -- -- .
sec-Butylbenzene 2.7E-01 rg/L Kidney 3.E-03 1.E-02 -- 1.E-02

26-Dlnitrotoluene -- -- Nervous system -- -- --

Ethylbenzene 1 .35+00 ig/L Jver and kldne I 5-03 2,E-OS 7.E04 4.E03
Blood-forming

PRL 5-040 -
Groundwater

Fluorane -- -- System — -- -- - S

On-site
Direct Contact

n-Hexane -- -- Nervoussystem --
1.E-04

--

--
5.E04

— —

6.E04p-luopropylloluene 1,1E-01 'L
2-Methylnsphfhalune -- -- --

Decreased body
Naphthalene 1.45+00 tg/L weight 6.E-03

--
--

--

7.E-O1
—

S

—

4.E-03
-

-

--
5

BE-Of

--N-nltrosodiphenylsmine -- -- --
Phenanthrene -- -- --

n-Propylbenzene 3.1E-01 liO/L Nervousuysfem

Toiuene 2.8E•O1 sg/L Juer and kidney 1,E-O4 1.E-03 4.E-05 -- 1.5-03

Trtchloroethene 4.65-01 tL Nervoussystenr 7,5-03 4.5-02 1.E-03 - 4.E-02

Blood-forming
l2,4-Trlmethylbenzene 1.65+00 4'L eystem 3.5-03 4,E-01 3.E-03 — 4.5-01

Blood-forming
135-Trimethytbenzene 7.2E-O1 /L system 1.5-03 2,5-01 2.5-03 — 2.5-01

224-Tnn'rethylpentune -- - 5
Decreased body

Xylenes 6.65+00 ig/L weight 3.E-04 2,5-03 2.5-04 -- 2.5-03
TOTAL 4.E-02 2.E+OO 1.5-02 -- 2.E+OO

Receptor Hazard index (soil O-2 ft bgs + groundwater) 2.E+OO

Receptor Hazard index (soil [0-10 ft bgs] + groundwater) 2.E+OO

LRA IP ROD #1
RDD/040340018 (CAH2054.xln) Page 1 of 2 04/09/2004
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Table 81.5
Risk Characterization Summary . Non.Carclnogens
PRLS-040

S
McClellan AR # 5488 Page 2 of 375

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
D.—.'*,'. A,.. Child

Medium
Exposure
Medium Exposure Point Chemical of Concern

Exposure Point
Conerrtration

Exposure Point
Concerriration Units

Primary Target
Oman

Non-Cac noQenic Ha-crd Quotient

ingestion inhalation Deimai Produce
Exposure

Routes Totai
Soii Soil

PAL 5-040 -
Soii On-site

DireciContact
(0-2 ii bgs)

Copper 2.5E+O1 mg/kg

Gastro-iniestinai
system 6E-03 1E-O 2.E-04 1.EO2 2E•02

Lead 7.8E+OO mg/kg •- •- — -. -.

Vanadium 6.5E+ol mg/kg Liverand kidney 9E-02 2.E-07 2.E-03 i.E-El 2E01

Zinc 53E+O1 mg/kg
Biood-torming

system 1,EO3 1E-08 48-05 3.E-03 4E-03
Aoetone -- .- Kidney • — .- —

Benzene
Benzo(a)anthracerte
Benzo(gh,i)pèryiene
secButylbenzene

2,6-Oinitrotoiuane

6OE-04
6.OE-02
6.OE-03

--

--

mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg

..

--

Biood-torming
system

--
-.

Kidney

Nervoua system

2.8-06
8.E-06
6.E-06

--

—

2.E-04
2.E11
2E-11

S.

•

5E01
3.E06
3.E-06

—

2.EO5
1.E-05

--

2.E-04
3.E05
2.E05

.

Ethytbenzerre 4.OE03 mg/kg Liverarid kidne- 4s57 1.E-05 1.E07 lE05

Fiuorene -- --
Biood-torming

syatem • . . -

0-Nexane 3OE-03 mg/kg 'leivoussysterr
--

Decreased body
weight

5.E-07 3.E-05 1E07
S.

1.E-03

7.E-04
--

1,E-05

-.

9E-02

--
4.E-04

--

E.E05

i.E-Si

4.E03
--

4.E-04

.-p-lsopropyitoiuene -- --

2-Meihylrraphthalene 1.1E+O1 mg/kg 5.E-03 3.E-07

Naphthaiene s.gE+oo mg/kg 3.E-03 --

N-rlitrosOdiphenylamine 2.6E-02 mg/kg -- .- --
Phenanihrene 1.IE-O1 mg/kg -- 3.E-05 BE-li

n-Propylbenzene -- -- Nervous system -- —

Toiuerie -- -S Liver and kidne" -- — -S 55 •S

Trichtoroethene 5- -5 Nervous system -- — — —

i 2,4-Trimethyibencene -• --
Blood-torming

system -- — -

1,35-Trimethyibenzene -- —
Bicod-torming

system -- -- -. -.

2,24-Trimethylpentane 1.OE-O1 mg/kg -- 2.8-05 1.E-03 4.E-O8 l.E03

Xyienes 8,OE-02 mg/kg
Cecreased body

weight 3.E-07 9.E-O6 8.E-08 — 9.E06
TOTAL -- -S i.E-O1 2.E-03 5.E-03 2.E-O1 4.8-01

PRLS-040-
Soil On-site

DirectContact
(0-10 it bgs)

Copper 2.6E+O1 mg/kg
Gastro-inteatinai

system 7.E-03 5.E-08 2.E-04 1.E-02 2.E-02
Lead 7.9E+OO mg/kg -- -- — — -- -

Vanadium 6.OE*O1 mg/kg Liverandkidfle" 8.E-02 6.E-07 2.E-O3 1.E-Oi 2.E-O1

Zinc 5.6E÷Oi mg/kg
Biood-torming

system 2.E-03 1,E-08 5.E-05 3.E-03 5.E-03
Acetone -- -S Kidney -- 5- .. -S S

Benzene
Benzo(a)anihracene
Benzo(ghi)peryiene

sec-Buiylbenzene

2,6-Olnitrotoluene

6.OE-04
2.1E-O1
2.15-02

--

2.5E-02

mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg

--

mg/kg

Biood-tormirig
system

--
--

Kidney

Nervous system

2.E-08
7,E-06
7.E-O6

-.

2.E-04

8.E-04
5.8-il
5,E-11

—

5.E-07
3.E06
3.E-06

—

2.E05
BE-OS

8.E-04
3.E05
2.E-05

.

7.E-042.E-09 8.E-05 4.E-04

Eihytbenzene 4.OE-03 mg/kg Jverandkidne' 4.E-07 5.E-05 l.E-07 .- SE-OS

Fiuorene 3.9E-02 mg/kg
Blood-tonning

system 9.E-06 — 4.E-O6 1E05

n-Hexane 3.OE-03 mg/kg Nervoussystem 5.5-07 i.E-04 1.E-07
--

2.E-04

4.E-05

—

1.E02

—

1.E-04
-.

l.E.02

2.E-04

p-isopropyitoiuene -- -- -- -- —

2-Methyinaphthaiene 1.SE+OO mg/kg -- 1.5-07

Naphthatene
N-niirosodiphenyiamine

Pherranthrene

n-Propytbenzene

2.8E-O1
2.3E-02
4.iE-02

-S

mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg

SS

Cecreased body
weight

--
--

Neivous system

1.E-04

i.E-OS

--

--
--

i.E-b

--

— --
5,E.O6 l.E-04 1.E04

— -S S

Totuene -- 5- Liver and kidney -- -- .. -- .-

Trlchloroeihene .5 5- Ftemous system -- -- — -- --

i 24-Trimethyibencene -- --
Blood-loaning

system -- •- —

1 ,,5-Trimethyibenzene -- --
Blood-torming

system -- -- — -

224-Trimethylpentane 1.OE-Oi mg/kg 2,E-05 5.E-O3 4.E-06 — 5.E03

Xyienes 6.OE-02 mg/kg
Decreased body

weight 3.8-07 3.E-05 BE-SB — 3.E-05
TOTAL 9.8.02 5.E.03 3.E.03 2.E-01 3.E-01

Groundwater Groundwater

PRL S-040 -
Groundwater

On-site
Direct Contact

Copper
Lead

--
--

-S

-S

Gaxtro-intestinai
system

S S
—

S
-S

•
S
55

S
-5

Vanadium -- 5- Liver and kidney -- - - --

Zinc -- --
Biood-tormtng

system -- 5- 5. -5 5.

Acetone a4E+oo iQ/L Kidney 6.E-03 3,E-O2 2.5-05 - 4.E-02

Benzene
Benzo(a)anthracene
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene

sec-Butyibenzene

2,S-Dinitrotoiuene

4.8E-Oi
--
--

2,70-01

•-

g/L
--
--

yg/L

--

Biood-tormlng
system

---
Kidney

Nervoue system

1.8-02

2,E-03

—

BE-SB
.

--
9.E-03

-

1.EO3 -- 1.E-O1

— -- --
i.E-02

Ethyibenzene 1,3E+OO pg/L Liverandkidrrrm B.E-04 2.E-03 4.E-04 -- S.E03

Fluorene .- .-
Blood-torming

system — — -- —

n-Hexane - -- Nervous system - - —

.
3.E-03

55

--

-

—

55

.

5-

4.E04

5.E01
5-
-5

5-

p-isopropyitoiuene 1 .1 E-O1 iig/L -- 7.E-05 3.E04
2-Methylnaphthalene -- -- -- - —

Naphthaiene 1.4E+OO pg/L
--
--

g/L

Decreased body
weight

—
-S

Nervous System

5.E-03

5

--

BE-Si

S

—

N-nitrosodlphenylamine --
Phenanthrene 5-

n-Propytbenzene 3.1 E-O1

Toiuene 2.8E-O1 ug/L Llverandiddnev 9.E•05 8.E-04 3.E-05 -- 9E-04

Trichioroethene 4.65-01 /L '4ervous systeir 5,E-03 3.E-02 6.E-04 — 3.EO2

1,24-Trimethylbenzene i.SE*oO ig/L
Biood-torming

system 2.E-O3 3.E-O1 2.E-O3 -- 3.E01

1,35TrimethyIbenzene 7.25-01 fL Biood-torming
system 9.E•04 1.E-O1 1.E-03 1.EQ1

224-Tdmethyipentane -- -- - -- -- 5- 5-

Xyienes 6.SE+OO pg/L
Cecreased body

weight 2.EO4 i.E-OS 1.E-04 - i.E03
TOTAL 38.02 1.8+00 8.E-03 -- 1.E+O0

LRA iP ROD #1
RDD/04034001 6 (CAH2054.oia) Page 2 01 2 04/09/2004

Receptor Hazard Index (Soil (0-2 It bgs) + groundwater) e
Receptor Hazard Index (soil [0.10 ft bgsJ + groundwater)

2.8+00
1.8+00
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Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

1. Responses to Specific Comment 3: The response addresses the comment and has been As suggested the last sentence of the first paragraph to

Comments incorporated into the text However, the last sentence of the Section 1.4.1 has been deleted.

first paragraph in Section 1,4.1 (page 1-4) still refers to
remedies associated with other programs and RODs at

McClellan. As they have no relevance to the remedies

selected in this IP ROD, it is recommended that the sentence
be deleted so that the paragraph ends with the phrase costs
to achieve the same risk reduction using treatment are

significantly higher."

2. Responses to Specific Comment 5: The response addresses the comment and has been As suggested the first paragraph of Section 2.3.4 has

Comments incolPorat&i into the text However, as the first paragraph of been deleted.

this section discusses remedies and ses not addressed in the
IP ROD, it is confusing and we recommend that it be deleted.

3. Responses to Specific Comment 6: The response addresses the comment, however, minor As noted, the text in the RTC table omitted the text,

Comments
differences were noted between the text that the response prior to 1997". The RTC should read, "VOCs analyzed

indicates is in the ROD and the actual revised text on pages 2- by TO-14 were reported in five samples collected from

24 and 2-25 (i.e, the text in the ROD states that five samples three borings prior to 1997."

were collected from three borings "prior to 1997."). Please

revise either the response or the ROD.

4. Responses to Specific Comment 12: The response appears to address the comment, but was not The uncertainty analyses in Appendix A for PRL S-014,

Comments
completely incorporated in the text While revision of the risk SA 035, and PRL S-040 were revised to clearly note

assessments is not required, the discussion in the uncertainty which VOCs have had changes in toxicity values since
analyses in Appendix A should clearly note which toxicity the HHRAs were prepared, and if the new value is

criteria have changed and whether the revised value is more more or less stringent than the value used in the HHRA.

or less stringent

Task Order 29
Page 1 of 6 April 2004
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Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)
Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

General There appear to be discrepancies in the exposure scenarios Both residential and occupational exposure scenarios
evaluated in the human health risk assessments for each site. were evaluated for PRL S-014, PRL S-040, SA 035,
For some sites both residential and occupational future land- and SA 091. The risk results for the residential and

uses were evaluated, while only residential reuse appears to occupational scenarios for each of these sites are
have been evaluated for others. While we presume that this presented in the text of Appendix A. The risk summary
reflects revisions to the risk assessment process at McClellan tables in Appendix A present the results for both
AFB over the years, a brief explanation for each site in Section residential and occupational scenario for PRL 5-014,
2 and in Appendix A would be helpful for clanfication. SA 035, and SA 091. Because there are a large

number of chemicals evaluated for PRL S-040 and
risks for the occupational scenarios were below
USEPA's risk management range, only the residential
results are presented in the risk summary tables for
PRL S-040. This approach is consistent with USEPA
ROD guidance that states the primary focus of the risk
assessment summary should be on those exposure
pathways found to pose actual or potential threats to
human health.

For PRL S-033, only the residential risk results are
presented in the Draft Final ROD. These risk results
were originally presented in the Removal Action for
PRL S-033 and represent residual risks after a removal

action was completed. Residential PRGs were used as

cleanup goals for the removal action.

Text was added to Section 2 and Appendix A to
explain the differences in scenarios noted above.

2. General The figures in Appendix A should be consistent in the amount There are no figures in Appendix A. Therefore,
of information presented. While some of the figures display changes were made to figures presented in Section 2
locations that were sampled during the Initial Parcel Data and Appendix B of the ROD. RI sampling locations

Gaps Investigation (e.g., PRL 8-014), others (e.g., SA 041) were added, where possible, and screened back on
show no sampling locations. This is confusing and often leads the figures.
to the erroneous impression of inadequate site
characterization. Please consider revising the figures to be
more consistent.

3. General 2.9 Since the information presented in Appendix A is intended to As suggested, the text discussions of the basis for

summarize the results of the risk assessments, the action or no-action have been deleted from Appendix A

discussions of the basis for action or no-action are and have been integrated into Section 2.9.1 of the

inappropriate and should be reserved for the remedy selection ROD.
in Section 2.9 of the ROD.

4. General It is recommended that, at least for future documents, the As suggested the column header for tables in

column in the tables in Appendix A titled "Statistical Measure" Appendix A will be revised from "Statistical Measure" to

be renamed "Basis for Exposure Point Concentration" or read, "Basis for Exposure Point Concentration" in

something similar to more accurately reflect the information future documents.

presented.

Task Order 29 Page 2 of 6 April 2004
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Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner
Other Comment Response

PRL S-014 The text in the third paragraph should be revised such that Since the first sentence of the paragraph already
reported concentrations of arsenic are compared to the makes the comparison to the combined background
combined background value for soils at McClellan, not the concentration for arsenic, there is no need for the last

maximum reported concentrations in the background data sentence in the paragraph and thus it has been deleted

set In addition, the locations where the highest detections of to eliminate the confusion.
arsenic by Method SW7060 should be identified.

As suggested the locations where the highest
detections of arsenic were found by method SW7060
has been added to the text The sentence now reads,
"The maximum reported concentrations were 7.1 and

7,4 mg/kg from 10-foot-deep samples collected
adjacent to a former fuel pump island and a former
washrack, respectively. These two soil borings were

approximately 60 feet apart."

PRL S-014 Please clarify whether the locations where cadmium was As suggested clarifying text has been added to

analyzed by Method SW71 31 were co-located with the high describe the location of the cadmium samples

concentrations noted by Method SW6O1O. analyzed by method SW71 31 vs the location of the

samples analyzed by SW6O1O. The text has been

revised as follows, "Similariy, cadmium was reported in

four samples, from a single hand-auger boring,
(analyzed by Method SW6O1 0) to a maximum

concentration of 9.7 mg/kg. However, samples
collected from a soil boring approximately 30 feet

away, (analyzed by SW7131) reported no hits above
the combined background concentration of 0.4 mg/kg."

Figure 2-6 Sfte Features Map: This figure presents just the locations of RI sampling locations outside of the excavation area

PRL S-014 the most recent data gap sampling effort, rather than the were added on the figure.
location of all soil borings at PRL S-014. Without these

locations, the area south of Building 22 appears to be
inadequately characterized, which is not the case. Further,

much of the discussion presented in Section 2.4,1.4 is without
context in the absence of sampling locations. It is
recommended that the figure should present the location of all

soil borings at PRL S-014

Task Order 29 Page 3 of 6 April 2004

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence

1. Specific 2.4.1.4 2-23

2. Specific 2.4.1.4 2-23

3. Specific
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Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)
Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

4. Specific 2.4.1.7 2-27 Human Health Risk Assessment Uncertainties, Page 2-27: The last bullet of Section 2.4.1.7 (Uncertainties) has
The statement here and in Section Al .5 needs to provide been revised as follows:
sufficient information to support the (apparent) decision for no Arsenic was detected at concentrations that appear
action for the area south of Building 22. Estimated cancer nsks greater than the 'combined" background concentration
are in the range of 10-5 to 10-4 due to the detected at selected locations, primarily in samples analyzed by
concentrations of arsenic, yet no information is provided as to Method SW6OIO, These SW6O1 0 data were not used

whether nsks associated with arsenic are either overestimated for the risk assessment. The maximum reported
or the result of background concentrations. The Air Force concentrations of arsenic by the preferred analytical
indicates that it intends to collect samples from the area where method, Method SW7060, are less than the maximum
hazardous wastes were stored, but there is no information reported concentrations by Method 7060. In addition,
provided as to whether the areas where arsenic was detected the sporadic elevated concentrations are not indicative
by Method SW7060 at concentrations exceeding the of a contaminant source. Therefore, the risk associated
combined background value will be investigated further. with arsenic at this site may be representative of

Please clarify the discussions of the area south of Building 22, background.

The last bullet of Section Al .5 has been revised

similaily.

5. Specific 2.4.2 PRL S-033 This site does not include a data table as was provided for the A data table was added to the site map for PRL S-033
other sites. Please consider providing a data summary table which includes the soil boring identification, the boring

for this site similar to what has been provided for the other depth, and corresponding concentrations of PAHs.
sites. The concentrations represent the post excavation

confirmation sample results.

6. Specific Figure 2-7 Sfte Features Map: It appears that several sampling locations RI sampling locations were added, where possible,
PRL S-033 for this site are not presented on this figure. The text notes and screened back on the figures.

data from boring locations that are not shown on this figure. It
is recommended that these locations be added to the figure.

7. Specific 2.4.2.7 2-32 PRL S-033 Human Health Risk Assessment Page 2-32: For clarity, it Please refer to text changes as noted in General

would be helpful here to provide an explanation why only Comment 1.
residential exposure was evaluated for this site, as various

occupational scenarios were also evaluated for the other sites
in this ROD.

8. Specific 2.4.2.7 2-32 PRL S-033 Human Health Risk Assessment, Page 2-32: The statement As suggested, the sentence has been revised to read,
that metals and VOCs were not evaluated in the risk 'Metals and VOCs were excluded from the
assessment because they were not within the exposure area" assessment, as VOCs were not COCs, and
needs to be revised to note that (at a minimum) concentrations of metals present are representative of

concentrations of metals present are representative of background.
background and/or do not pose a significant risk to human
health and the environment. Stating that they were not within
the exposure area and that data collected from outside the

footprint of the excavated area only implies that the exposure
area may be incorrectly defined.

Task Order 29 Page 4 of 6 April2004
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Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

9. Specific 2,4.3.3 2-40 SAOO3 For clarity, please provide an explanation how detections of The phrase '.. but do contribute to human health risk
hexavalent chromium can be less than screening levels for the based on the OU B RICS Addendum Human Health
protection of human health but "contribute to human health Risk Assessment" was deleted from the last paragraph

risk" based on the risk assessment of the metals subsection in Section 2.4.3.4.
In the OU B RICS Addendum HHRA, hexavalent
chromium was evaluated for carcinogenic effects using
an oral slope factor and an inhalation slope factor.
Therefore, hexavalent chromium was a main
contributor to potential cancer risks by the ingestion
route of exposure. The screening levels and
preliminary cleanup goals for the IP FS were calculated
for hexavalent chromium using an inhalation slope
factor for carcinogenic effects but not an oral slope
factor. This methodology was used for the IP FS

because neither USEPA or California EPA currently
provide an oral slope factor for hexavalent chromium
and do not identify hexavalent chromium as a

carcinogen through oral exposure.

Errata 2-15 Last Paragraph Please change "acceptable" to "appropriate". As suggested, the word, "acceptable" has been
changed to "appropriate" in the last paragraph.

2. Errata 2-27 PRL S-014 Basis for Action: Please change the first sentence to: "The risk As suggested, the text in Section 2.4.1.7 and 2.9.1

A1.6 estimates for PRL S-014 North exceed a hazard indices of 1 (see General Comment 3) has been revised to read,

and" ... "The risk estimates for PRL S-014 north exceed a

hazard indices of 1 and the EPA's threshold of

acceptable risk (i.e. the excess cancer risk exceeds lx
10-6 for the residential scenario) due to the presence
of PCB-1260 in soil."

3. Errata 2.4.3 SAOO3 It is recommended that the text in this section clarify that the As suggested, the text has been revised to specify that

wash rack is no longer in use. the washrack is no longer in use. "The hazardous
waste storage area and wash rack were used to

support civil engineering construction and maintenance

activities, but are no longer used."

4. Errata 2.4.3.3 2-34 SAOO3 The first sentence in the second paragraph should be revised The sentence has been revised as follows, "In addition,

to clarify that the location of the excavation is unknown. an excavation at an unknown location was performed

in 1993 to remove surface soils impacted with

inorganic species."

5. Errata 2.4.4.4 2-43 SA035 Revise the sentence in the second paragraph which discusses As suggested the text describing the arsenic detections
arsenic results from SA35SBOO1. As written, it is not clear has been revised to read, "The reported arsenic

which value represents the sample result and which concentraon exceeded the McClellan "combined"

represents the combined background. background concentration for arsenic of 5.8 mg/kg.
However, a sample taken in the same boring at 3 feet

bgs measured 3.2 mg/kg, well below the combined

background concentration.

Task Order 29
Page 5 of 6 April 2004



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 287 of 375

Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

6. Errata 2-56 SAO91 Basis for No Action: Please reword to: "The risk estimates for As suggested the text has been revised as follows,

SA 091 soil are at the lower end of the target risk range of 10 - "The risk estimates for SA 091 soil are below the EPA's

4 and 10-6, and" .... target risk management range of 10-4 and 10-6, and

no threats to groundwater or surface water quality are

present"

7. Errata 2-77 First Two Bullets Please delete all references to institutional controls, here and As suggested the text has been revised to delete the

2-78 throughout the text references to Institutional Controls as a part of the

ROD remedies.

8. Errata Please correct the text in each section in this appendix to note As suggested the text in each section of the appendix
that the exposure point concentration represented the lower of has been corrected to note that exposure point

either the maximum reported value or the upper 95th percent concentration represented the lower of either the

confidence limit on the (arithmetic) mean, not the 95th maximum reported value or the upper 95th percent

percentile upper confidence limit as stated. confidence limit on the (arithmetic) mean.

9. Errata The units for cancer slope factors in each table in this As suggested, the cancer slope factor units have been

appendix should be per mg/kg-day [mg/kg-day-i], not (mg/kg- revised to read per mg/kg-day.

day)-l as presented.

10. Errata A2-3 Basis for No Action: Please change text to same wording on As suggested the text in Section 2.9.1 (see General

2-33 pg. 2-33. Comment 3) has been revised to match the text on

page 2-33.

11. Errata A1-4 The word north" should not be capitalized in the sentence on As suggested, the word, "North" has been changed, to

the middle of the page that reads, "The sole known "north".

contaminant to the North is..."

12. Errata A1-6 Aroclor is a trade name and should be capitalized in the last As suggested the word Aroclor has been capitalized

bullet and in all the tables. wherever it occurs in the document

13. Errata A2-1 There should be a space between "39" and "confirmation As suggested, the space has been added to the first

samples" in the first sentence. sentence.

Task Order 29 Page 6 of 6 April2004
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Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: U.S. EPA — Viola Cooper

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

General Response to Paul Green's comments, paragraph 1. Change Change has been made.
"sets the guidelines the Air Forte must follow to conduct
environmental cleanup at McClellan" to "the requirements on
how investigation and cleanup are to be completed".

2. General Response needs to address the shift of McClellan cleanup Text has been added.

program from purely cleanup, to cleanup and reuse, by adding
the following text, "The cleanup program at McClellan is
evolving from purely cleanup, to cleanup and reuse. As the
program evolves and progresses, priorities shift and schedules

change. This can largely be attributed to new information.
The Air Force must first completely identify and quantify the
scope of the contamination at an IRP site and evaluate
various cleanup aitemaves before it can arrive at a final
cleanup solution, or a Record of Decision in CERCLA terms.
A Record of Decision isa key step in the process of

transferring property."

3. General Add more detail about progress made to support reuse and Added the text, 'To date, more than 5,000 jobs have
progress made to transfer property. been created at McClellan and nearly 80% of

McClellan is available for reuse via lease, The Air
Forte has deeded 275 acres to the community, with an
additional 96 acres scheduled to be transferred in

Spring 2004 under the Initial Parcel Finding of

Suitability for Transfer (FaST)."

4. General Response needs to incorporate the following text, "The Air Text has been changed and added.

Force has installed many remedies throughout the base that

are actively cleaning up sites and ensuring that human health
and the environment are being protected. Examples include

ongoing groundwater treatment, soil vapor extraction and soil
excavation. These ongoing cleanup remedies not only set the
stage for future property transfer, but also help current reuse

efforts by containing, reducing and eliminating potential risks
associated with the contamination."

5. General Response to Paul Green needs to address the fact that the Air The last paragraph of the response to Paul Green has
Force chose the most cost effective cleanup alternative for SA been changed to, "For this Proposed Plan, the Air
003. Force has chosen the most cost-effective cleanup

alternative for sites SA 003 and PRL S-U 14.

Alternative 2 is more expensive than removing the
contamination due to the cost of institutional controls

(managing the contamination left in place over time).
For each of the remaining sites, Alternative 1 was
selected, because the Air Force has determined that
no cleanup actions need to be taken. There are no

cleanup costs associated with this alternative, while
allowing unrestricted use of the site."

Task Order 29 Page 1 of I April2004



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 289 of 375

Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: RWQCB — James Taylor

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

1. Specific 2.4.7 2-56 To avoid confusion in this section, replace the reference to As suggested, the first sentence was revised to read,
-

seven ROD ses to sbC, in the first sentence, to maintain the PotentiaI impacts to water quality have been identified
logic flow with the last sentence in this section. at two of the six ROD sites: PRL S-014 and SA-003."

Task Order 29 Page 1 of I April2004
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Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

General 2.4.1.7
2.4.2.7
2.4.4.7
2.4.6.7

Comment

Because the EPA requested that POL only sites not be part of
a CERCLA decision, PRL S-40 was excised from the front
portion of this document and placed in an Appendix. The text

clearly explains the rationale for this action. However, this
results in confusion because the document title identifies

seven sites and the text (beginning with sections following
Section 1.4) repeatedly refers to six sites in this ROD. We

believe that the title needs to be consistent with the text and

so should be changed from "(7 Sites)" to "(6 Sites).

Only some sample locations are shown on some of the "Site
Features" figures for the individual sites. To minimize

confusion, please clearly explain to the readers why this is
done.

While we recognize the need for the extensive changes made

from the draft IP #1 ROD to streamline the document, the
changes have resulted in inconsistencies in how the Human
Health Risk Assessments (HRA) for the individual sites are

presented. The HRA for PRL S-014 (Section 2.4.1.7) is very

thorough at summarizing the various scenarios. However, only
a very limited amount of HRA information is summarized for

PRL S-033 (Section 2.4.2.7) and different depth intervals are
presented compared to PRL S-014. Almost no information is
presented for SA 003 (we think because the HRA is

incomplete for this site). The HRA information for SA 035

(Section 2.4.4.7) is thorough and similar to that presented for

PRL S-014, but the HRA for SA 091 (Section 2.4.6.7) is very
brief, somewhat similar to that for PRL S-033. Please make

the presentations consistent. We believe implementing the
recommendations made in HERD General Comment 3 will
achieve the goal of clear, consistent risk assessment

summaries.

Response

The title will remain 7 Sites because it is important to
acknowledge that 7 sites on McClellan's site list are
being addressed including site PRL S-040, which is a

no-action site under CERCLA.

Site maps have been updated to include historic data

from previous investigations, where possible.

Based on the information available, not all HHRA5

could be equally presented. However, all baseline risk
assessments presented in the IP ROD #1 were
prepared in accordance with the OU A risk assessment

methodology.
The HHRA5 for PRL S-014 and SA 035 are more
extensive because more COCs were identified and
more data were available for the sites as compared to
the other sites. Furthermore, there are two exposure
areas at PRL S-014, with the risk characterization
pertormed and reported separately for each. The risk
assessment for SA 091 is more concise because there

were a limited number of COCs identified at the site.
As noted in the comment, the HHRA for SA 003 is
considered incomplete because of data gaps. Thus no

HHRA data was presented for this site.
For PRL S-033, the risk assessment results are not

from the baseline risk assessment. Instead, the risk
results originally presented in the Removal Action
Report were summarized in the ROD. Only the residual

risk for the residential scenario after the removal action

was completed was calculated. The depth interval was
determined by the maximum depth of excavation.
Editorial changes to the risk summary sections have

been made to make the format of each section more
consistent In addition, text has been added to each

section per EPA General Comment 1 to explain what
exposure scenarios were evaluated for each site.
Finally, text was added as described in the response to
General Comment 4 to address the risk associated

with groundwater more consistently across the ses.

Task Order 29 Page 1 of 7 April 2004
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McClellan AR # 5488 Page 291 of 375

Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)
Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

Comment Response

Groundwater risk should be consistently presented for each Groundwater risk was added to the text (Section 2 and
site. It was added to the risk discussion for site SA 91 (Section Appendix A) for those sites that had a risk assessment
2.4.6.7) due to our Specific Comment 15 on the draft IP#1 with a groundwater exposure. Text was added to PRL
ROD, but should be consistently applied to all sites. S-014 (Sections 2.4.1.7 & Al .4), PRL S-040 (Section

B1 .7.4), and SA 035 (Sections 2.4.4.7 & A3.4). For

those sites at which the risk associated with
groundwater exposure was not calculated, text was
added to explain the reason why.

A phrase that states that DTSC concurs with the selected As requested, text indicating DTSC concurs with the

remedy has been inserted at various locations throughout the selected remedies has been deleted where it appeared

text (e.g., Page 1-2, 3rd Pgph.). Where presented, please in the document. As requested, the following text has

excise DISC from these phrases. been added above the State signature on the ROD

signature page, "The State of California, Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DISC) had an opportunity
to review and comment on the Initial Parcel #1 ROD
and our concerns were addressed."

DISC is currently working with the Local Reuse Authority to Comment is noted, and no response is required.
resolve our concerns over contamination uncertainties at PRL
S-14 and the ROD's designating this site for unrestricted use
following PCB cleanup. We anticipate that these issues will be

resolved by the time of the scheduled ROD signature date.

In regards to 1-IERD Specific Comment 9 we believe that due Comment is noted and the potentially high levels of

to potentially high levels of VOCs in the shallow soil gas, SA VOCs in shallow soil gas may be addressed in a future

41 should be evaluated in a VOC ROD. VOC ROD.

Response to Comments (RTCs)-Kevin Depies (KD), General The following text was added at the end of the second
Comment 2. In our comment we requested information on paragraph of Section 2.4.4.1: Rowever, three
underground storage tanks at both sites screening-level shallow soil gas samples and two soil
PRL S-014 and SA 35. The response states that this samples were collected within 20 feet of the former

information was added for PRL S-014 and the draft final P #1 UST location during the RI. Data from laboratory

ROD accurately reflects this. However, the RIG does not analyses of these samples are discussed in Section
mention any action in regard to SA 35, nor was any additional 2.4.4.4.
information provided for this site as requested.

Text was added in Section 2.4.4.4 indicating which RI
samples were collected adjacent to the former UST.
Three soil gas samples and one soil boring were

located within 20 feet of the former UST location.
These samples were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, and
metals, and the analytical results are discussed in the
appropriate subsections within Section 2.4.4.4.

Specific RTCs-KD General RTCs-KD General Comment 4. Please note that due to the Comment is noted and no response is required,

Comment 4 delay in distributing our final comments on the draft P #1
ROD, McAFB has responded to our draft comments. We have

slightly modified our General Comment 4 on the draft IP #1
ROD. However, we don't believe that the modifications
substantially change the meaning of the draft comment.

Page 2017 April2004
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OtherNo. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence

4. General 2.4.6.7

5. General 1-2 Third

6. General

7. General

1. Specific

2.
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Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

3. Specific RTCs-KD Specific The response adequately meets our needs. However, only a The last bullet of Section 2.4.1.7 (IJncertainfies) has
Comment 4 small portion of the text in the response was carried into the been revised per EPA Specific Comment 4 and now

text of the document. Please add the remaining response text reads as follows: Arsenic was detected at
which would satisfy our request in Specific Comment 4. concentrations that appear greater than the "combined

background concentration at selected locations,

primarily in samples analyzed by Method SW6O1O.
These SW6OIO data were not used for the risk

assessment. The maximum reported concentrations of

arsenic by the preferred analytical method, Method
SW7060, are less than the maximum reported

concentrations by Method 7060. In addition, the
sporadic elevated concentrations are not indicative of a

contaminant source. Therefore, the risk associated with

arsenic at this site may be representative of

background."

4. Specific RTC5-KD Specific The response states that the groundwater risks have been Appendix A, Section 4 is "Section A4" in Appendix A of

Comment 15 added to Appendix A, Section 4. However, there is no Section the document This section is devoted to site SA 091

4 in Appendix A. Please identify where this information has and the specific text on groundwater risk was added to

been presented. the Risk Characterization" in Section A4,4.

5. Specific 1-3 Second Second Please clearly explain what a "COC" is. A sentence has been added explaining what a COC is:

"COC5 include a variety of chemicals, compounds, and
elements which are present at concentrations which

exceed screening criteria for potential impacts to
human health and the environment"

6. Specific 1.4.1 14 Second First Appendix H of the Feasibility Study identifies several Comment is noted, and no response is required.

2.3.3 Third contamination uncertainties for PRL S-014. These are

consistent with concerns we have previously identified. As

mentioned in General Comment 6, above, DTSC is working
with the Local Reuse Authority to address property reuse

issues in regards to these uncertainties. This comment is also
applicable to Section 2.3.3, 3rd Sentence.

7. Specific 1.6 1-5 First Please change "The following agencies" to "U.S. EPA and the As requested, the sentence has been revised to read:

Air Force. "The USEPA and United States Air Force concur and
accept the selected remedy and or remedies as
described in this ROD:"

Task Order 29 Page 3 of 7 April2004



Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

McClellan AR # 5488 Page 293 of 375

Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

Page Paragraph Sentence Other

2-13 Figure 2-4
2-10

Comment

This figure presents an overall strategy for interaction between
RODs and property transfer at MCAFB, However, over the

past several months this strategy has changed. For example,

future non-VOC RODS will now include shallow VOC soil gas.

Additionally, the upcoming Parcels A5, A6a, and A6c FOSET
does not have VOC sources. In the FOSET, some shallow soil

gas uncertainties (from adjacent sites) are being addressed
with institutional controls. Accordingly, we think that this figure
should be deleted from the P #1 ROD. We don't think this

precludes the need for most of the related text at the top of
page 2-10. Please keep this text (except for the Figure 2-4

reference).

Please change "selected" to "six".

Switching to "six" sites as done here leads to confusion. We

suggest a qualifier be added such as "non-POL only sites"
between "six" and "Initial Parcel". This change should be

incorporated at any other locations in the report where this
situation arises.

Please verify the accuracy of this statement. Approximately
one month ago we witnessed tenant occupancy of the
southern building on this site.

A discussion about four samples that exceeded background

levels for chromium, calcium, potassium, and sodium that was
presented in the draft IP #1 ROD is no longer presented in this

section. Please explain why this discussion was dropped.

Response

As suggested, the figure 2-4 has been deleted from the
final version of the document The related text on
page 2-10 has remained.

As suggested the word selected" has been replaced
by the word "six".

For clarity, the sentence has been revised to read, ".A

brief summary of the historical operations at the six
(CERCLA contaminated) Initial Parcel sites is provided
in this section." The change has been incorporated at
any other location in the report as suggested.

The tenant, Risse Mechanical, is actually occupying
Bldg 54 (Site SA 041), and making only minor use of

site PRL S-014 by using Bldg 17 (a small storage
shed) for supplies. In light of this, the text for both

bullets SA 041 and PRL S-014 have been modified to
reflect this current state of occupancy. The sentence
for PRL S-014 has been revised to read, "The site is

unoccupied except for the use of a small storage shed

(Bldg. 17) by a tenant located in Bldg. 54, immediately
south of the site." The text for SA 041 has revised to

read, "The site is occupied at this time by a lease

tenant (Risse Mechanical)."

Text in the second paragraph of Section 2.4.1.3 has

been revised to clarify that the four metals referenced
in this comment were not detected at concentrations
exceeding the normal variance of background based
on a statistical analysis of the data during the RI.

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

No. Comment Type Section

8. Specific

9. Specific 2.3.3 2-15

10. Specific

11. Specific

12. Specific 2.4.1.3 2-20

First

2-4 Second Second

2-5 First Second

Second
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Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

13. Specific 2-24 Second Third We don't believe the term "down-gradient" is applicable here. The term "down-gradient" has been replaced by the
Please modify the text accordingly. text "down-slope with regard to surface water runoff'.

This reflects that the sample location was partially
selected because it was in the most likely flow path of
surface water leaving the former hazardous waste
storage area. The text now reads, "PCB samples were

collected immediately outside and down-slope (with
regard to surface water run-off direction) of the former
hazardous waste storage area. No samples were
collected from beneath the storage area itself. Soil
samples from beneath the hazardous waste storage
area will be collected and analyzed for PCBs during

the remedial design phase.'

14. Specific 2.4.1.5 2-25 Second First We suggest you insert 'and detected contaminants are As suggested, the sentence has been revised to read,

relatively immobile' at the end of this sentence. 'The likelihood of migration to other media is minimal

since the contaminated soil is located in the upper 3

feet bgs of the site, and detected contaminants are

relatively immobile."

15. Specific 2-30 Figure 2-7 Please identify what the squares are on this figure. As suggested, the three black squares have been

Aftematively, please delete them if they are irrelevant to the deleted fmm the figure since they are irrelevant to the

subject presented in the figure subject presented in the figure.

16. Specific 2.7.2 2-64 Third Please add text explaining why only some of the Alternatives Since the explanation for why some alternatives were

are presented here. The 3rd sentence in the first paragraph dropped was provided on page 2-57, a sentence has

doesn't do this. been added here referring the reader back to that page
to refresh their memory. Text is modified as follows:
"The advantages and disadvantages of the altematives
relative to one another based on the nine evaluation
criteria are summarized in this section (see the last two
paragraphs of Section 2.6 for why alternatives 4, 6, and

7 were dropped from consideraflon). Site—specific
details were considered when comparing the
performance of each alternative. However, not all the

chosen alternatives (1, 2, 3, and 5) are evaluated for
each site because not all alternatives are appropriate
at every site."
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Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

17. Specific 2.7.2.1 While we concur with the changes made (from the draft Sections 2,7.2.1 through 2.7.2.7 have been revised to
2.7.2.2 document) to streamline and limit redundant text, these more clearly represent the comparative analysis of
2.7.2.3 sections now lack structure and parallelism. For most of these alternatives. Text was restructured such that the impact
2.7.2.4 sections, the text 'bounces' around between various to the three sites for each alternative is discussed.
2.7.2.5 discussions about alternatives and individual sites. Section
2.7.2.6 2.7.2.2 comes closest to being presented in a logical and clear
2.7.2.7 format where an individual paragraph discussing alternatives

is devoted to each site. On the other hand, Section 2.7.2.1 is

confusing because paragraph one generically discusses
Alternatives 3A and 5, and then Alternatives 3A and 3B;

paragraph two compares Alternative 2 to the other

alternatives; paragraph three provides a discussion about
protectiveness of Alternative 2, paragraph four discusses how

Alternative lisa poor choice for sites PRL S-014 and SA 003,
and paragraph five discusses how there is no longer a threat

at SA 35. A similar level of confusion is apparent in Section

2.7.2.3.
Please restructure these Sections so that they are more

clearly presented and follow a consistent structure. It might be
best to first discuss the impact to the three sites for Alternative

1, then Alternative 2, etc. Or, conversely discuss the
alternatives for the first site, then for the second site, and then

for the third site.
We make this request because we always try to remain

cognizant that this document needs to be understood by
individuals (the public) who are not as intimate with the

program as are MCAFB staff/contractors and the regulators. A
primary goal of this document is to dearly explain the rationale
for how the selected remedy was chosen.

18. Specific 2.7.2.1 2-65 Second Last Two These sentences are confusing as to where they f into the Per Specific Comment 17, this section has been re-
2.6.2 section. This is likely due to the 'streamlining' of text discussed written to address the comparative analysis by site. As

in Specific Comment 4 above. We believe you are trying to such, the potential impacts to groundwater at PRL 5-

say that Alternative 2 will not protect groundwater for site SA 014, SA 003, and SA 035 under Alternative 2 are

003. If so, please add this to the text But note that based addressed in the first second, and third paragraphs,

Section 2.6.2, stating this leads to a conflict with the second respectively, of Section 2.7.2.1,
sentence in this paragraph that states the overall potential
risk to human health...is reduced through institutional
controls. This is because Section 2.6.2 doesn't discuss
groundwater institutional controls (ICs). To avoid this conflict,

further explanation may be needed (e.g., noting that lCs
include restrictions on human exposure to contaminated

groundwater).
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Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

22. Specific

23. Specific B1.7.6 B-8
2,3.1 2-10

Comment

This text appears to discuss Parts 2A, 28, and 2C as though

they are distinct alternatives when they are all part of
Alternative 2. We are unable to determine what this paragraph

provides to the Alternative comparison. We think, but are not
certain that what you are trying to convey is that all three parts

of Alternative 2 are important in making Alternative 2
successful at protecting human health and the environment. If
so, it may be best to just state this.

We recommend that the beginning of this paragraph be

consistent with the preceding paragraph by stating outright
whether Alternative 1 would or would not reduce the risk to

human health. Instead, this is conveyed in a stand-alone one

sentence paragraph following the 3rd paragraph.

We think this is the first mention of the "layering" of

institutional controls. Please elaborate on what this means. At

a minimum the IC management plan(s) should be referenced.

The detected metals should be compared to the "combined

background" levels as agreed to by McAFB and the regulators.

The use of the phrase "EPA's risk management range" is

inconsistent with what is done for the remaining sites and with

what has been agreed to by all parties. Please change the text

to reflect the agreement discussed in Section 2.3.1, Page 2-

10, 1st Pgph.

We believe this statement is incorrect. There is a threat to

human health from the (SVOC) compounds present at this
site. The only reason for no action under CERCLA is that TPH-

only contamination is exempt from CERCLA. Please correct
the text to reflect this.

Response

Per Specific Comment 17, this section has been re-

written to address the comparative analysis by site. As
such, this paragraph has been deleted. The
importance of the three parts of Alternative 2 is
addressed in Section 2.7.2.3 (Long-term Effectiveness

and Permanence).

Section 2.7.2.1 has been revised by taking the only
sentence of paragraph 4 from the Draft Final and using
it as the 1st sentence of the last paragraph. As
recommended, this approach should more clearly state

the impact of Alternative 1 on the risk to human health.

As suggested the text has been revised to elaborate on

the IC layering concept as follows, "However, the
effectiveness of land use restrictions can be

strengthened by implementing an IC management plan

and by applying mutually reinforcing mechanisms (IC
layering strategy); for example, government controls
(i.e. AFRPA, Sacramento County, and the state), can
be used to zone property for industrial and commercial
uses only. This action can be strengthened by applying

proprietary controls, which are an aspect of private
property law that can be used to restrict or affect the

use of property. Common examples include deed
covenants or easements restricting future land use or

prohibiting activities that may compromise the remedy."

Text was added to the 3rd paragraph indicating that
metals were also compared to the combined

background.

The first sentence of Section B1.7.6 (pg. B-8) was
revised to read as follows: "The risk estimates for PRL

S-040 do not exceed the EPA's threshold of
acceptable risk (i.e., hazard indices greater than 1 and
the cancer risk greater than 1 x 10-6 for the residential

scenario) except for the indoor air pathway".

The text has been revised to read, "Hazard Quotients
associated with two fuel-related SVOC contaminants,
naphthalene, and 2-methyl naphthalene, were 3 and 6

respectively, when the indoor air pathway was
included. This fuels-related contamination at PRL S-
040 presents a threat to both human health and water

quality, however, since fuels-only contamination is
exempt from CERCLA, the contaminants will be

addressed under State requirements."
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No. Comment Type Section

19. Specific

20. Specific

21. Specific

Page Paragraph Sentence Other

2.7.2.1 2-65 Third

2.7.2.1 2-66 Third

2.7.2.3 2-73 Third Third

B-4 Third

First

First

Last24. Specific B1.7.6 8-8



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 297 of 375

Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: DTSC — Kris Escarda

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

1. General Response to Paul Green's comments need to incorporate Added the text "Cleanup decisions are based on a
evaIuaon of ,isk, referencing Mr. Greens queson, Whas wide variety of factors, including potential risk to human
the significance of I ppb7 health and the environment, and a technologic and

economic feasibility analysis.

Task Order 29 Page 1 of 1 April 2004

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —



Me1 1*AR 4 8P a 98 3

Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

General 2.3 Figure 2-3 In this section, the text and Figures described overall site See responses to General Comments 1 a through 1 d

Figure 2-4 cleanup strategy for McClellan (subsection 2.3.1), past below.

removal actions (subsection 2.3,2), activities proposed in the
P ROD #1 (subsection 2.3.3), and future response actions

(subsection 2.3.4). It is our understanding that the previous

strategy of addressing soil contamination by VOC5 separately
from non-VOC contamination will be revised. For the pending
Initial Parcel Feasibility Studies (lP FS) and Records of
Decision for sites in Groups #2 and #3, shallow soil gas

contamination (VOC5 in the soil interval of 0 to 15 feet below
ground surface [ft bgs]) will be included with the evaluation of
non-VOC soil contamination, However, the text in the first

paragraph on page 2-10 stated that sites with contamination
by VOCs in soil that "requires remedial action" are/will be

addressed in the VOC ROD and Figure 2-3 indicated that the

Basewide VOC FS and Addendum will precede and support
the VOC ROD. Investigation and remediation of ground water
apparently will continue to address VOC and non-VOC

contamination in separate phases of investigation, study, and
remedial action. Further complicating the process is the need
to report site-specific risk assessments which incorporate all

the data collected under different remedial programs.

In our interpretation of the information in the P FS and IP
ROD, there are four general categories of VOC sites (without

regard to non-VOCs or to ground water):

"VOCs in vadose zone that do not pose a risk to human
health, as evaluated in the multi-chemical baseline risk

assessment including indoor air pathway, and do not pose a
threat to ground water as evaluated in the remedial

investigation leaching model simulations.

• VOCs in shallow soil/soil gas that do not pose a human

health risk but VOC5 in deep soil do pose a threat to ground

water.

• VOCs in shallow soil/soil gas that pose a potential human
health risk but VOC5 in deep soil do not pose a threat to

ground water.

• VOCs in shallow soil/soil gas that pose a potential human

health risk and VOCs in deep soil pose a threat to ground
water.

These site categories can be further described by whether
non-VOC contamination is present in soil and by the status of

ground water contamination.
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McClellan AR # 5488 Page 299 of 375

Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
la. General 2.3.1 2-10 Figure 2-3 Though Figures 2-3 and 2-4 help to clarify the vanous To simplify the ROD, Figures 2-3 and 2-4 have been

2.3.4 2-15 Figure 2-4 divisions and interactions of remedial programs, we deleted from the final ROD. The relevant text
First and Third Bullets recommend additional definitions and descriptions to further associated with the message of these figures has been

clarify the process and resolve apparent discrepancies in the retained.
text and Figure. To clarify the sentences, the word surface" has been

deleted.
The text referred to distinct programs, including "surface soil".

The text in Section 2.3.4, p. 2-15, referred to shallow soil at
depth less than 15 ft bgs. We recommend that a set of

definitions for various soil depth intervals used in the various
remedial investigations, feasibility studies, and records of

decision, and the bases for the separate intervals, be

presented and used consistenfly in the text and Figures. For

example:

•0 to 1 ft bgs—Surface soil. Contamination of this interval,

typically SVOC5 and inorganic chemicals only, evaluated to
determine potential impact to surface water.

"0 15 ft bgs—Shallow soil. All contamination in this interval
evaluated for human health risks associated with soil and soil

gas. Subintervals evaluated in various exposure scenarios.
• 0 ft bgs to ground water—Vadose zone. Contamination

evaluated for potential impact to ground water. Subintervals

might include shallow soil, 0 to 15 ft bgs, and deep soil, > 15 ft

bgs.
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Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section

lb. General 2.3.1

2.3.4

Comment

Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.4. Clarification is needed for the

disposition of various categories of sites, particularly for sites
with VOC contamination. For the seven sites in this ROD,

provide a matrix identifying the documents (i.e., RODs,
FOSETs) in which each of the defined program components

will be presented. Because Figure 2-3 addressed sites in
future FS ROD documents, the matrix might be expanded for

inclusion in future documents, identifying for each site or site
category the corresponding documents in which non-VOCs in

soil and VOCs in soil and/or soil gas and ground water
contamination will be evaluated.

Response

Because the structure and organization of future efforts

are still being developed, no changes were made to
the text Also see the response to EPA Comment 2 on
the Responses to Comments.

ic. General

id. General

2 General

2.3.1

2.3.4

2-10

For example, the second paragraph in Section 2.3.4 explained
that VOC contamination in soil that presents a threat to ground

water will be addressed in the Basewide VOC ROD, and VOC

contamination in shallow soil less than 15 ft bgs will be
addressed in a separate ROD that also addressed non-VOC
contamination at each site. The matrix should clarify that

VOCs at the site will be addressed in two separate ROD
documents. In another example, the matrix should clarify
whether a site with non-VOC and VOC contamination in

shallow soil only, which posed a human health risk, would be

addressed only in the IP FS and IP ROD and not the VOC
ROD.

Figure 2-3 Describe in the text of Section 2.3.1 or 2.3.4 the estimated
numbers of sites anticipated that will follow each the of the

general FS or ROD paths, Also, in the text and Figure 2-3,

define the 'SSG Breakout FS" and report the number of sites
included in that FS.

Fourth Bullet Explain what is meant by "initial soil cleanup ROD".

Figure 2-4 We recommend the following revisions to Figure 2-4.

Alternatively, the Figure might be deleted.

The number of sites in each of the FS and ROD paths
is not known with certainty at this time. Therefore, this
information was not added to the text Furthermore,
this information is not necessary to document the
remedial action for the sites included in this ROD. The
reference to the SSG Breakout FS on Figure 2-3 has

been deleted. Also see the response to EPA Comment
2 on the Responses to Comments.

The text has been changed to "in this first soil cleanup
ROD (i.e., Initial Parcel ROD #1)".

As suggested the Figure 2-4 has been deleted from the

ROD.

2a. General

2b. General

a.Clarify whether total site risk, calculated in the second step

for each site, will include risks associated with ground water.

Clarify whether total site risk, calculated in the second step for

each site, will include risks associated with ground water.

IRP Site 2 For "IRP Site 2", delete "Pb" because HERD currently does
not recommend quantitative assessment of cancer risk for

lead.

Please see the previous response.

See above.
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McClellan AR # 5488 Page 301 of 375

Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)
Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
2c. General See Comment lb See Comment 1 .b. and revise Note #3 to clarify the current See above.

strategy.

2d. General Parcel B Amend Note #2 to incorporate and explain the impact of the See above,
IPR Site 5 "Not Fully Evaluated" area, adjacent "Parcel B", and "IPR Site

5" on the "Qualitative Cumulative Risk Evaluation" for land
transfer.

3. General 2.4 IP #1 ROD Risk Assessment—General Information As recommended, in future ROD documents a brief
Al .1 Figure 2-5 Risk assessment information was moved to Appendix A of the description of the risk assessment approach will be
Al .2 lP #1 ROD. For future ROD documents, we recommend that a added. Please see the response to EPA General
Al .3 brief description of the risk assessment approach be provided Comment 1 for related text additions.
Al .4 in Section 2.4. The description would accompany the
Al .5 conceptual site model in Figure 2-5 and should refer to site-

specific risk assessments presented in Appendix A or in the

preceding Feasibility Study if complete risk assessments were
presented in that document The description might include the
text of the introductory paragraph in the current Appendix A
risk assessments and should include reference to USEPA

Risk Assessment Guidance on which the baseline risk
assessments were based. Brief summaries of the general

information in the current Appendix A Sections All, Al.2--

including all exposure scenanos and corresponding soil depth
intervals, Al.3, Al.4, and Al.5 also should be provided in
Section 2.4.

4. General Figure 2-5 Figure 2-5 showed combined inhalation exposure pathways The figure was revised to show the exposure pathway
for VOCs and fugitive dusts for indoor arid outdoor scenarios, involving volatilization of VOCs from soil to indoor air
This generalization did not reveal the specific pathways separate from the exposure pathway involving
evaluated in most of the site-specific risk assessments. We inhalation of fugitive dusts.

recommend showing separately the indoor air pathway—VOC
emission from soil directly into indoor air. This is the only
exposure pathway evaluated for the indoor worker and is

included for the residential scenario. The Figure is acceptable
as shown for the IP ROD #1, but should be revised for future

ROD documents

5. General SA 3 The Response to Comments and corresponding revisions to See the responses to General Comments 5a through
the text for SA 3 adequately addressed HERD comments. For 5e below.
the other six sites, the Response to Comments and revisions
were generally acceptable except as noted below. The

following site-specific comments and recommendations
address the revisions and remaining issues for consideration

by the remedial project manager.
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Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, JYLS.

2.9.2 2-77
2.4.1.4 2-23

2-24

Ai.4 A1-4
A1-5

PRL S-14 Responses to HERD comments were acceptable. The

Figure 2-6 following comments and recommendations address revised
and amended text and tables.

Because the text of the first paragraph for "PCBs" discussed

sample location PLS14SSOO1, this sample location should be
included on the site map in Figure 2-6. Also, the text should
identify sample PLS14SSOO2 as the location of the only

sample from the south side of Building 22 in which PCBs were

detected.

PRL S-14 The lack of soil samples in the former hazardous waste

Figure 2-6 storage area south of Building 22 was described as one of the

uncertainties in site risk characterization. According to Section
2.4.1.4, soil samples will be collected beneath the storage

area as part of the remedial design. For consistency with
Section 2.4.1.4, pp. 2-23 and 2-24, amend the text on p. 2-77
to include analysis for PAH5 and metals, as well as PCBs.

Revise the units for ground water "Detected" and "Exposure
Point" concentrations; the units should be ug/L, not mg/L.

Table A1-5 For the reported risks and hazard for each residential receptor,

clarify and distinguish risk/hazard associated wfth soil/soil gas,

soil/soil gas minus the produce pathway, and total--soil/soil

gas and ground water. When comparing these results, use a
consistent number of significant figures. For example, the first
two bullets reporting hazard indices for the child resident were

for all soil pathways (soil and soil gas), but that was not

indicated. Furthermore, the results were reported as 1.4 for
the 0 to 2 ft bgs inteival and as 1.8 for the 0 to lOft bgs
interval. However, the results for total hazard—soil and ground

water, were reported as 1 and 2, inaccurately indicating the

total hazard decreased by including ground water. According
to Table A1-5, the total hazard estimates were 1.5 and 1.9.

We suggest using two significant figures to demonstrate the

comparison. Alternatively, use one significant figure and report
ground water risk or hazard separately (HO = 0.1 in this

example), in addition to total risk.

Sample location PLSI4SSOOI, along with other
sample locations, has been added to the figure.
Reference to sample location PLS 14SS002 was added

to the 2nd to last sentence in the first paragraph for
PCBs.

In Section 2.9.2, second bullet, last sentence,
additional text was added to include that PAHs and
metals will also be analyzed within the former
hazardous waste storage area during the remedial

design.

In Table Al-ic, the units for "Concentration Detected"
and "Exposure Point Concentration" have been

changed from mg/L to ugIL.

The risk for soiVsoil gas, soil/soil gas minus produce,
and soil/soil gas plus groundwater were added to the

text in Section A1-4 (pgs. Ai-4 to A1-5). As suggested,
risk from groundwater only was included also. A
consistent number of significant figures was used to
compare risk results.

Task Order 29 PageS of 12 April 2004
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McClellan AR # 5488 Page 303 of 375

Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

Se, General Al .5 Al-6 Second Bullet The second bullet regarding the uncertainty associated with The text for the uncertainty section of PRL 5-014 will

chronic toxicity of arsenic should be revised to clarify that be revised as suggested.

USEPA does not have a route-specific reference dose for
inhalafion exposure to arsenic. The text should be corrected to

state that the "hazard associated with inhalafion exposure for
arsenic was calculated using the USEPA oral RfD of 3 x 10-4

mg/kg-day and route extrapolation." The second sentence
should be revised to reflect that the 'now available' California

EPA reference exposure level (REL) for arsenic is preferable

because it is route-specific (i.e., not because the REL-based
inhalation RID is more conservative than the USEPA oral RfD).

Task Order 29 Page 6 of 12 April 2004
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MSe1 1AR IPj 8Pa 04 S 3 /5
Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

6. General 2.4.2.4 PRL S-33 The risk assessment presented in the P ROD #1 was limited Please see the responses to Comments 6a through 6e

Table A2-1 to PAHs in soil. According to the Response to Comments below.
(previous HERD Comment 31 [first "311) only the confirmation
sample data from the excavation footprint were used. The
Response also clarified that the majority of the confirmation

samples were collected from 0 to 2 ft bgs but some were from
intervals as deep as 5 ft bgs; therefore, the interval 0 to 5 ft

bgs was used for the assessment No data for the imported
soil used for fill or data for areas outside the excavation

footprint, including those for PAHs, metals, and VOCs, were
included in the assessment. The total number of samples was

revised from 70 to 39 (text in Sections 2.4.2.4 and Appendix
A2, and Table A2-1) to exclude interim samples collected
during the excavation,

The Response clarified that samples with concentrations

below detection limits were included, using one-half the
detection limit concentration, in estimating the exposure

concentration, The Response also stated that the 95 percent
upper confidence limit of the mean (95% UCL) was based on
a normal distribution. However, the Response did not explain

whether that was the actual distribution based on statistically
testing the data for each of the detected PAHs or if the

distribution was assumed. As a result of the revision in the
sample data set, the minimum and maximum measured

concentrations reported in Table A2-1 were revised. For five of

the seven PAH5 detected, the minimum measured
concentrations decreased. The maximum concentrations for

all of the PAHs were decreased significantly (5-to 10-fold).
However, the 95% UCL for each chemical of potential concern
(COPC), selected as the exposure concentration, was not

revised. Furthermore, for every COPC the exposure
concentration was lower than the minimum measured

concentration. The Response stated that the removal action
closure report did not identify the individual samples used in
the calculations; therefore, the data distribution and
calculations could not be verified.

Difficulties in interpreting risk assessment information from

previously reported site risk assessments were demonstrated
in the information reported for PRL S-33. We question the

summary statistics presented in Table A2-1, particularly
exposure concentrations. However, because risks associated
with the reported maximum concentrations would still be less

than 5E-06, the risk characterization for the site is adequate

for final remedy selection at this site. The problems such as

those described here should be resolved for other sites before
final risk assessments are presented in future ROD
documents,
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McClellan AR # 5488 Page 305 of 375

Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)
Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

6a. General 24.2.4 2-29 Bnefly describe PAl-I soil concentrations for areas outside the The following text was added as the last paragraph of
excavation footprint. Clarify whether any of the concentrations the PAH subsection of Section 2,4.2.4.
exceeded the exposure concentrations for confirmation PAHs were also detected in two sediment samples
samples within the excavation footprint, and describe how the collected outside the excavation area and northwest of
exposure concentration would be affected if the area outside PRL S-033. The sediments contained concentrations
the excavation were included in the exposure area (see of benzo(a)pyrene (0.0049 mg/kg and 0.0029 mg/kg)
previous NERD Comment 31.a). that were less than the residential PRG (0.062 mg/kg)

(OU B RICS Addendum). Each reported concentration

exceeded the exposure point concentration (0.0023
mg/kg), but was within the range of detected

concentrations: thus, no significant impacts to
exposure point concentration are expected if these
data were included in the exposure area.

6b. General 2.4.2.7 2-33 Basis for No Action. Clarify whether VOCs detected in soil gas The last sentence of the section has been rewritten as
samples around the perimeter of the building will be evaluated follows to clarify the intent Therefore, no further action
in the VOC feasibility study or other document is warranted at this site under CERCLA to address non-

VOC contaminants. VOCs detected in shallow soil gas
will be evaluated in a future ES and ROD,"

6c. General A2.2 A2-1 Revise the exposure scenarios and soil depth interval to The exposure scenarios and soil depth intervals were
reflect that only one scenario and the 0 to 5 ft bgs interval revised to be consistent with the scenario and soil
were evaluated, rather than two scenarios based on 0 to 2 ft depth evaluated in the Removal Action report.
bgs and 0 to 10 ft bgs intervals. We also recommend that the Although confirmation samples were collected between

text of the Response to HERD Comment 31 .c. be included to 0-5 ft bgs, the majority of the samples were collected
support the deviation from the depth intervals used in risk from the 0-2 ft bgs depth interval. The text from the
assessments for other McClellan sites. Removal Action report indicated that validated

confirmation sample results were used, but there was
limited information available in the report to confirm
what samples were used in the risk calculation.
Therefore, there was a deviation from the depth
intervals used in risk assessments for other McClellan

sites. Text has been added to Section A2.2 to explain
this.

6d. General Table A2.1 Explain why exposure concentrations reported in Table A2-1 The exposure concentrations did not change when the
did not change when the data set was revised from the Draft data set was revised from the Draft lP ROD because
P ROD. Revised exposure concentrations and risk/hazard those concentrations were reported directly from the

calculations as appropnate. Clarify whether the data PRL S-033 Removal Action report, The draft P ROD
distributions were tested or whether normal distribution was summarized incorrect data set information, not
assumed. incorrect exposure concentrations. Therefore, no

revisions to the exposure concentration or risk/hazard

calculation were required. Also, based on the report,
the data distribution was a normal distribution.
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Response to Comments: Draft Final IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section

6e. General A2.5 A2-2
A2-3

Comment

Clarify that the HO of 2 for arsenic was based on the

maximum measured concentration of 18 mg/kg by Method
SW6OIO. The HQ for concentrations of arsenic reported in the

two samples analyzed by Method SW7060 would be less than

0.7.

PRL 5-40 Discussion: The Response to Comments and corresponding

revisions to text and tables for PRL S-40 adequately
addressed HERD comments. The DISC project manager

should note that the hazard index exceeds one (1) when the

indoor air exposure pathway is included for naphthalene and 2-

methylnaphthalene in soil. Also, soil samples were analyzed
for TPH diesel and TPH gasoline but not benzene, toluene,

ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX). Shallow soil gas was
sampled at four locations in the two-acre exposure area. Total
soil concentrations of these VOC5 might have been

underestimated from soil gas concentrations.

Revise the text or Figure numbers for consistency (i.e., B-I

and B-2orBl-1 and B1-2).

Subsequent to the Draft version of the P ROD #1,
approximately 1.2 cubic yards of soil were removed near the

northwest comer of Building 20, the location of elevated
arsenic concentrations and a single detection of bis(2-
chloroethyl)ether. Therefore, reduction of risks associated with

these two chemicals significantly reduced site soil risk.
Although no revisions were made in inhalation and dermal

hazard quotients for bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate and benzoic

acid, the hazard index is not affected (see previous HERD
Comment 62). Considering the removal action and

subsequent changes in site characterization and site risk, the

Response to Comments and corresponding revisions to text

and tables for SA 35 adequately addressed HERD comments.

Recommendation:Revise soil exposure concentrations of
bis(2-chloroethyl)ether in Tables A3-1 b, A3-4 and A3-5 to be

consistent with the recalculated concentrations reported in

Table A3 -id (all scenarios as appropriate). According to
Table A3-ld, the concentrations for the 0 to 2, 0 to 10, and 0

to 15 ft bgs intervals were 0.46 mg/kg, 0.13 mg/kg, and 0.13
mg/kg, respectively. The 0 to 15 ft bgs interval should be used

to estimate indoor air concentrations.

As suggested, the text referring to the figures has been
revised to match the figures themselves. The sentence
now reads: "Figure B1-1 identifies the site location and

significant site features. Figure BI-2 provides the data
from the remedial investigation sampling.'

This comment was further discussed with HERD. For

Table A3-lb, it was agreed to leave the exposure point
concentration for bis 2cee in soil at 0.2 mg/kg and
leave all the flux rates and air concentrations as they

were in the Draft Final ROD table. A reference was
added to Table A3-1 b stating that the values cited in

the table are from the OU A RICS Addendum. A
footnote was added to Table A3-1 b that states how bis

2cee was evaluated as a VOC for OUA RICS
Addendum and as a non-VOC for the FS and ROD; the
footnote states that risks would not be significantly
different if bis2cee was evaluated as a VOC. In
addition, text was added to the uncertainties for SA 035
that discuss the uncertainties associated with
evaluating bis2cee as a non-VOC.

For Tables A3-4 and A3-5, soil exposure point
concentrations were made consistent with Table A3-Id
except for the occupational indcor air scenario - for that
scenario the exposure point concentration matches
Table A3-lb (0.2 mg/kg). Footnotes were added to
Tables A3-4 and A3-5 that state how bis2cee was

treated as a VOC in the OU A RICS Addendum (for the
occupational indoor air scenao) and as a non-VOC for

the FS/ROD (all other scenarios).

TaskOrder29 Page9of 12 April2004

Page Paragraph Sentence
-

Other

7. General

7. General B1.5.2 B-3

8. General

Response

An HQ of 2 for arsenic was based on the maximum
measured concentration of 18 mg/kg by Method
SW6OIO. Text was included to reference the basis of

the arsenic HQ.

Please see the response to Comment 7 below.

PRL S-40

Figure B1-1

Figure BI-2

SA 35
Table A3-1 B

Table A3-4
Table A3-5

Table A3-ID
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No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
9. General SA 41 The Response to HERD Comments and corresponding Please see the responses to Comments 9a and 9b

revisions were generally acceptable. We provide two specific below.
recommendations for further clarification, and reiterate our

comment and recommendation regarding VOCs in shallow
soil. The maximum measured concentration of carbon
tetrachloride at 3 ft bgs in screening samples exceeded the
1999 VOC FS nsk-based screening concentration by seven-

fold (information provided in the Environmental Site Folder—
Section 1, 1992 Jacobs Engineering figure for carbon

tetrachioride, and Section 3, Reference 8, risk-based soil gas
concentrations derived form USEPA version of the Johnson

and Ettinger soil vapor intrusion model, screening mode with

DTSC toxicity criteria and default assumptions or McClellan-

specific soil properties). Only one shallow soil gas sample with
definitive analysis was collected at the site. As noted in our

previous comments, using definitive VOC concentrations in
that sample and cited screening concentrations, the
cumulative indoor air risk is not expected to exceed 10-4.

However, using the USEPA Draft Guidance for Evaluating the
Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Pathway from Ground Water and

Soils" risk-based, generic shallow soil gas screening levels,
the risk might approach or exceed 10-4. The VOC FS for the
site should evaluate the VOC data and multi-chemical risk.

9a. General 2.4.5.4 2-49 As noted in our previous comments, the Visual Site Inspection As suggested, the text has been revised to clarify there
2.4.5.7 2-51 Form in Section 3 of the Environmental Site Folder described is a 3' strip of exposed soil along the east side of Bldg

an area of soil exposed along the east side of the building. 54. The text now reads," Because the building has a
Revise or delete the text of these sections of the IP ROD concrete floor with no drains, visual evidence of
which stated that no exposed soil is present. contamination was not noted, and paving surrounds

the building except for a 3 foot wide strip of exposed
soil along the east side of the building, suspected

sources or potential contaminant pathways were not
identified and no soil samples were collected (SCS and

FSP, Jacobs, 1995b).

The text in section 2.4.5.7 has been revised to read,
"There was also no exposed soil present around the

building with the exception of a narrow 3-foot wide strip
along the east side of the building."

9b. General 2.4.5.7 2-51 The text should be further revised to clarify that the 1995 The text was revised as suggested to indicate that the
2.4.5.4 screening assessment cited did not indude the indoor air screening assessment did not include the indoor air

pathway (see previous HERD comment 67.b.), and that the pathway. The last sentence of the section has been

site will be evaluated in the VOC FS (Section 2.4.5.4). rewritten as follows: "Therefore, no action is necessary
at this site to address non-VOC contaminants. VOC
contaminants will be addressed in subsequent RODs."
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Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

10. General SA 91 The Response to NERD Comments and corresponding Please see the responses to Comments 1 Oa through
revisions to text and tables for SA 91 were generally lOd below.

acceptable. A screening evaluation of ground water risk,
based on one ground water sample, was added to the risk
assessment in Appendix A.

lOa. General 2.4.6.7 2-56 Third Bullet The open storage and truck parking areas, contaminated by As discussed in Section 2.4.6.3, soil samples were

low levels of TPH-diesel, were not sampled for metals or collected after a spill and were analyzed for SVOC5

PARs (we could not locate the data for one sample reportedly and metals. The following sentences were added to the

analyzed for these potential contaminants; see previous bullet These samples were collected outside of the

HERD Discussion and Comment 69). Revise the bullet to exposure area as discussed in Section 2.4.6.3. None of

accurately reflect the number of samples collected in the 4.5- the samples collected from the open storage and truck

acre area east of the building that were analyzed for SVOCs parking area were analyzed for PARs or metals."

(PAH5) and for metals.

lOb. General 2.4.6.4 2-54 Although PCB5 were not detected in soil samples from the The following text has been added to the paragraph
transformer storage area, detection limits for about 10 percent under the Polychlorinated Biphenyls subsection: The
of the samples reportedly were between the screening level of elevated method detection limits were reported in
0.063 mg/kg and 3mg/kg. Possible reasons for elevated seven samples, of which only one had a detection of

detection limits for PCBs were not provided. We suggest that TPH-D and two others had detections of pesticides. Six

the text note whether the samples with elevated detection of the seven samples were from three adjacent

limits were collected in the same boring or in the same borings. The reason for the elevated method detection
subarea, or if the samples were contaminated with TPH-diesel. limits is not known, nor is the relative location of these

samples to the reported transformer storage. Samples
were collected at 32 locations (28 locations during the
RI and 4 locations during the 2002 data gaps
investigation) in the open storage area on 50 foot
centers. The four locations with elevated method

detection limits represent approximately 13% of the

open storage area.

lOc. General Table A4-1 The Response to HERD Comments 73 and 76 clarified that No changes were made to the risk assessment

the exposure concentrations for DDE and DDT were based on calculations. The protocol that has been used at

an assumed normal distribution of concentrations (the data McClellan for exposure point concentrations was as

reportedly were neither normal nor lognormally distributed), follows: when the data set did not follow a normal or

This is a departure from the approved procedures for lognormal distribution, the lognormal EPC was used as

McClellan risk assessments. However, we estimated that the a default For future risk assessments, we will show
maximum concentrations for these two contaminants were summary statistics for data sets and use the

used for the exposure concentrations, the soil risks would not appropriate EPC (e.g., normal, lognormal,
exceed 2E-6. Therefore, revision is not required. The nonparametric) based on the characteristics of the data

Response also noted that the exposure concentration for DDE set.
in the 0 to lOft bgs interval was incorrect but the risk and
hazard were correctly calculated in the Draft.
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No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
lOd. General Table A4-5 In a "spot check" of the calculations for ground water, we The risk calculations for groundwater for SA 091 for the

Table A4-6 could not verify the estimates for dermal risk and hazard. We dermal pathway were checked. Discrepancies between
suggest the calculations be reviewed and revised as the spreadsheets used for the calculations and the
appropriate. Ground water risks were estimated to be 2E-04 assumptions that are specified in the OU A RICS
and the hazard index exceeded one; a slight revision in HHRA were not found. In discussing this comment with
dermal risk is not expected to significantly impact total ground HERD, it was determined that different Kp values were
water risk, used for the "spot check" than in the calculations for

the ROD. Therefore, there were small discrepancies in
results. No changes are needed for the risk

calculations as presented in the ROD because the
latest version of the McClellan risk calculator
spreadsheet was used.

11. Minor 2.3.1 2-10 First Figure 2-3 Revise the fourth sentence to be consistent with Figure 2-3 As suggested, the sentence has been revised to read,
and to clarify that sites with non-VOCs and VOCs in shallow "If non-VOCs and VOCs in shallow soil or soil gas (0-
soil or soil gas (0 to 15 ft bgs) will be addressed in the 15' bgs) are present at the site and require remedial
appropriate ROD (i.e., Initial Parcel ROD #2 or #3), and sites action, then the action will be documented in the
with VOCs in deeper soils will be addressed in the VOC ROD. appropriate ROD (i.e. Initial Parcel ROD #2 or #3), and

sites with VOCs in deeper soils will be addressed in the
VOC ROD."

12. Minor 2.3.1 2-10 Figure 2-3 Amend the text to define "surface soil" (0 to 1 ft bgs or 0 to 15 Please see the response to General Comment 1.
First and Third bullets ft bgs?). If the text was referring to the 0 to 15 ft bgs soil

interval, then we suggest using "shallow soil", including a
definition of the depth interval.

13. Minor 2.3.1 2-10 Figure 2-3 Define "RD". The figure has been deleted. Please see the response
to General Comment 1.

14. Conclusions The Response to HERD Comments and corresponding Please see previous responses.
revisions in the IP ROD #1 were generally acceptable. For

several of the revisions and amendments, minor corrections

are needed and additional datification is recommended. Risk
estimates for soil contamination are not expected to be

significantly impacted. Site risk assessments were acceptable;
however, we recommend that future risk assessments provide

additional information regarding site-specific exposure areas.
According to the IP ROD #1, risks associated with low
concentrations of VOCs in shallow soil gas at several of the
sites will be evaluated in a pending ES or ROD. Methods for
evaluating VOC risk must include the indoor air exposure

pathway.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

General A substantial number of factual, editorial and apparently In producing the Draft Final ROD document the noted

unintended grammatical errors were noted in the review of the errors have been corrected. As suggested, a thorough
Draft Initial Parcel (lP) Record of Decision (ROD) #1 While check of facts and technical editing has been

such errors are noted below in the specific comments and in accomplished and the Errata section has been

the Errata, they should not be considered minor comments. included in the response to comments.

Since a ROD is an enforceable document and is reviewed by
EPA head quarters, errors such as misidentification of site

names and erroneous chemical properties are far more
serious than in most other documents. Please conduct a

thorough check of facts and technical editing before issuing

the Draft Final ROD and include the Errata in the response to

comments.

2. General There appears to be an inconsistent approach applied in the For consistency purposes, where appropriate (and in
ROD to metals concentrations when comparing sfte results to most instances), the draft final document has been

background. In various instances, reported metals revised so that references to background are now

concentrations are compared to the combined background references to combined" background concentrations

value, the apparent range of background values, or the for metals. However, the statistical analysis of metal

maximum concentration of the background data set concentrations as compared to the background data

(presumably for specific metals and not the maximum reported set and the background concentrations from specific

value for all metals listed in the background data set). As lithologies are in some cases relevant for determining if

agreed by the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) a reported metal concentration represents

Cleanup Team (BCT), metals concentrations are considered contamination and determining the cleanup levels.

to be above background when the maximum detected

concentration exceeds the combined background value As agreed to with the regulatory agencies during the IP

established for soils, This is the only value to which detected FS #1 (US EPA- TechLaw General Comment 1 on the

metals concentrations should be compared in this ROD, and Draft Final Initial Parcel FS #1) for identification of

all other references should be deleted. COOs in subsurface soil, the "combined background
values were used. Additional discussion of the metals
concentrations is provided when the metal was found

to exceed the normal variance of background based on
a statistical analysis and the concentration exceeds the
combined background value. When the risk-based

screening level was less than the background
concentrations for silt/clay, the silt/clay value was used

as the cleanup level.
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Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
3. General At a number ofpoints in the ROD exposure to trichloroethene At the request of the Human and Ecological Risk

(ICE) is evaluated. However, since this ROD does not Division (HERD) of the Department of Toxic
address VOCs, the TCE analysis should be eliminated in light Substances Control (DISC), cumulative risks
of the current controversy regarding the evaluation of TCE risk. (including VOCs) were included in the human health

risk assessment summaries for the Initial Parcel (IP)
sites. The toxicity values for TCE used in the risk
assessments that are presented in the Draft P ROD
#1 were as follows:

Slope Factor (SF) oral = 0.015 (mg/kg-day)-1

SFinhal = 0.01 (mg/kg-day)-1
Reference Dose (RfD) oral = 0.006 mg/kg-day
RfDinhal = 0.006 mglkg-day

The reference given for each of these toxicity values in
the original HHRA documents was USEPA National
Center for Environmental Assessment (NCEA). In a
memorandum from Patty W. Wong-Yim/DTSC to Stan

Phillippe/DTSC dated February 19, 2003, HERD
recommended using the California EPA Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA)
toxicity values for TOE for risk assessments. The

OEHHA toxicity values are as follows (cancer slope

factors are from OEHHA's September 2003 list and
reference exposure level is from OEHI-lA's August

2003 list):

SForal = 0.013 (mg/kg-day)-1

SFinhal = 0.007 (mg/kg.day)-1
Reference Dose (RfD) oral = not available from OEHHA
RfDinhal 0.17 mg/kg-day (based on a chronic
reference exposure level (REL] of 600 ug/m3)

The toxicity values used in the risk assessments that
are summarized in the Draft IP ROD #1 are more
conseivave than the OEHHA toxicity values that are
currently recommended by HERD. Therefore, based
on this comment and General Comment 3 from HERD

on the Draft IP ROD #1, text was added to the
uncertainty sections of the risk assessment summaries
that states that VOC risk estimates might increase or
decrease by more than an order of magnitude when

the VOC risk assessments are updated using the most
current toxicity criteria..
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No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

4. General In sections of the decision summary which present the results The human health risk assessment details, including
of the human health risk assessments for each of the IP sites the associated tables, have been moved to Appendix
(e.g., first paragraph on page 37), the dash separator between A.
the text and the risk estimates should be changed to avoid the
impression that these are negative numbers. The text associated with the risk estimates for each site

has been modified as requested to avoid giving the
impression that the numbers are negative. The dash
separator between the text and the risk estimates has
been eliminated and the text reworded to present the

results more clearly.

5. General When reporting non-carcinogenic risks using scientific To maintain the readability of risk tables in the
notation, there is some risk that the public will confuse a non- appendices, the non-carcinogenic hazard quotient has
carcinogenic hazard quotient of 5.E-04 as a carcinogenic risk been reported using scientific notation. However, in
above the risk management range requiring an action. Please the text, the non-carcinogenic hazard quotient results
consider revising the non-carcinogenic risk characterization have been reported using decimal format to minimize
summary tables to reduce potential confusion by the public the risk of confusion.
regarding the nature of the risk (e.g., report non-carcinogenic
hazards as 0.00001 rather than 1.E-05).

Specific 1.1 1 Statement of Basis and The Declaration section states that the ROD addresses only As suggested, the following text has been added to

Purpose non-VOCs in soil, but it should clearly discuss that the clarify that VOCs which may be present at these sites
remedies in this ROD do not address VOC contamination that will be addressed in future RODs:

may be present at these sites. For those sites requiring

remediation of VOCs, the remedies are incomplete and "The remedies in this ROD do not address VOC
institutional controls will be required. Please revise the text to contamination that may be present at these sites. All
clarify that VOC contamination is not addressed and identify seven sites will be evaluated in future RODs for soil
those sites where additional response action will be required, and groundwater to determine if response actions are

including groundwater. required for VOC contamination."

2. Specific 1.3 3 Description of the This Section makes clear that potential release location (PRL) As suggested, the word "solely" has been added:

Selected Remedy S-040 is solely contaminated with fuel-related compounds, but

is not as clear in explaining the generic CERCLA petroleum "Sites contaminated solely with fuel-related compounds
exclusion. Please revise the sentence, Sites contaminated are excluded from CERCLA requirements."
with fuel-related compounds are excluded from CERCLA
requirements to clarify that the exclusion refers to sites
contaminated only with petroleum and not commingled with
CERCLA hazardous substances by adding the word solely
before with fuel.

3. Specific 1.4 3 Statutory Determinations The last sentence on this page refers to hypothetical future As suggested the sentence referring to future remedies

PRL S-0 14 and SA 003 remedies and as such is not relevant to the selected remedies has been deleted.
at these two sites. Please delete the sentence.
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No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
4. Specific 2.3.3 18 Activities Proposed in This Section inappropriately presents selected remedies for Agreed. The text in Section 2.3.3 has been replaced

this ROD the IP sites pnorto a discussion of the alternatives evaluated, with the following:
and should be moved such that it follows the presentation of This ROD addresses only non-VOCs in soil at selected
the analysis of alternatives. Otherwise, statements such as the sites within the Initial Parcel. Cleanup levels to support
proposed remedial action at PRL S-033 is Alternative 3A are unrestricted use require remediation of non-VOC

without context. contamination in soil until residual risk from each
contaminant is at or below the lesser of a carcinogenic
risk of I x 10-6 or a non-carcinogenic hazard quotient

of 1. If VOC contaminants are not present in soil or

groundwater, the result will be property available for
unrestricted use. If VOC contamination is present in
groundwater or soil at the sites, additional actions may
be required before unrestricted land use will be
allowed as discussed in the following section.

4A. Specific 2.3.3 18 Activities Proposed in In addition, the text here states that if VOCs are not present, Agreed. The text has been revised to clarity that
this ROD the proposed remedial actions will result in property available rernediation of non-VOC5 in soil may be only one of

for unrestricted reuse, thereby minimizing reliance on several actions required to allow unrestricted use.
institutional controls in perpetuity. This statement is confusing, Please see the response to Specific Comment 4.
as even minimal reliance on institutional controls is

contradictory to the concept of unrestricted land use. Please
clarify this statement to make it clear that the term unrestricted
use refers to the surface and that there may be subsurface

use restrictions related to groundwater.

5. Specific 2.3.4 18-19 Future Response Plans This Section discusses future non-VOC sites, but does not The following text was inserted as the second

discuss future response actions for the sites induded in this paragraph of Section 2.3.4: Remedial actions may also
ROD. At a minimum, the ROD should acknowledge that other be required to address VOC contamination present in

response actions are anticipated. soil and groundwater. VOC contamination in
groundwater and in soil that presents a threat to
groundwater will be addressed in the pending
Basewide VOC ROD. With the exception of the sites
included in this ROD, VOC contamination in shallow
soil at depths less than 15 feet that presents a threat to
human health or groundwater will be addressed in the
same ROD as the non-VOC contamination for that site.
For the sites included in this ROD, the VOC
contamination in shallow soil will be addressed in a

future (but undermined) ROD.

The following text was inserted as third sentence of the
first paragraph of Section 2.3.4: The Strategic Sites
ROD will also address radiological contamination in
soil.
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PRL S-014, SVOCs and
TPH

PRL S-U 14, Human

Health Risk Assessment

PRL S-014, Human
Health Risk Assessment

Comment

This figure appears to have been created for inclusion in a
feasibility study and should be updated for this ROD. For
example, Note 2 indicates that confirmation or elimination of
potentially complete exposure pathways will be based on site-

specific information in the various Remedial Investigation
Characterization Summaries. At this point, such information

should have already been evaluated. Please update the figure
to reflect this information presented in the ROD.

The last paragraph on page 24 indicates there were two

underground storage tanks (USTs) at the site and one of them

contained either diesel or waste solvent, but there is no further

discussion of waste solvents. The soil samples collected from
the area were apparently analyzed for petroleum products, but

not chlorinated solvents. However, on the following page
presents data indicating low concentrations of VOCs in

shallow soil gas. Review of the RlCs Addendum indicates that
these shallow soil gas samples were collected near the tank
excavation, suggesting there was not a significant solvent
release from the area of the two USTs. Please present further
evidence that a waste solvent tank did not exist at the site and

use the VOC data collected near the two UST5 to verify that a
significant release did not occur in the area of PRL S-14.

For clarity, text in this Section should be revised to state that

exposure to polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB5) is associated
with a number of toxic effects, including cancer, and that for

purposes of evaluating non-carcinogenic effects, the reference
dose (RID) is based on effects on the immune system.

The statement that an individual's risk of developing cancer is
one in three is unattilbuted and not relevant to the selection of
a remedy for this site and should be deleted.

The following text was inserted in Section 2.4.1.4,
SVOC5 and TPH, second paragraph, last sentence: As

discussed in the following subsection, only low levels
of VOCs were detected in shallow soil gas samples
collected adjacent to the former USTs thereby
providing further evidence that a significant release of
waste solvents did not occur.

The following text was inserted as the first paragraph

of Section 2.4.1.4 VOCs (replacing the previous text):
VOCs analyzed by TO-14 were reported in five
samples collected from three borings. The highest
reported VOC concentration was carbon tetrachloride

at 180 J parts per billion by volume (ppbv) at 8 ft bgs.

Additionally, during the Data Gap 3 investigation,
carbon tetrachlonde was detected at 300 J ppbv at 7 ft

bgs and Freon 11 was detected at 490 J ppbv at 6.8 ft

bgs. Four of the shallow soil gas samples were
collected within approximately 20 feet of the former

USTs with three of the four samples having detections

of carbon tetrachloride. VOC contamination in soil gas
at the site will be addressed in a subsequent ROD.

Text was added to Appendix A, Section 1.3 about the
toxic effects of PCB5 as indicated in the comment

The sentence has been deleted from each of the
individual Risk Characterization sections in which it

appeared in the document
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Figure 2-5 Exposure
Pathway Analysis

Response

The figure has been updated as requested.

No. Comment Type Section

6. Specific 2.4 21

7. Specific 2.4.1.4 24

8. Specific 2.4.1.7 31

9. Specific 2.4.1,7 31

10. Specific 2.4.1,7 31-34

11. Specific 2.4.1.7 32

PRL S-014, Human Please correct the page setting at the end of this page, as the The draft final document has been corrected so that

Health Risk Assessment last line contains only two words. any sentence breaks are done appropriately.

Table 2-3 Cancer Please include an explanation of the alphanumeric weight of Footnotes were added to the table to explain the

Toxicity Data Summary evidence classifications shown in this table. weight of evidence classifications.
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No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
12. Specific 2.4.1.7 32 Table 2-4 Non-Cancer The RfD for xylene shown in this and all subsequent tables is In some cases, the toxicity criteria that were used for

Toxicity Data Summary inconect. The correct value is 0.2 mglkg-day, not 2mg/kg-day the risk assessments have subsequently changed.
as shown, and is based on decreased overall body weight and Rather than revise the risk assessments for VOCs at
increased mortality in rats. Please revise the RfD for xylene. this time, this issue will be addressed as an

uncertainty. Please also see the response to HERD
General Comment 3.

13. Specific 2.4.1.7 34 PRL S-014, Human The discussions on this page regarding cumulative risk and The sentence of the sixth paragraph in the Risk
Health Risk Assessment EPA's risk management range require further clarification. The Characterization subsection has been changed as

decision summary should clearly indicate which risks will be follows: The risk estimate for the future adult resident

reduced (and which will not) by the proposed remedial action. for soil (0-10 feet bgs depth interval) and groundwater
Further, EPA's risk management range generally includes is at the upper end of the US EPA risk management
risks less than I x 10-4. Hence, at a minimum, the statement range. All other estimated risks are within or below the

that cumulative risks associated with exposure to range.
contaminants at PRL S-014 are within EPA's risk

management range is incorrect and should be revised. The requested information regarding the risks
addressed by the selected remedial action is provided
in Section 2.9.4 (Expected Outcomes of Selected

Remedy).

14. Specific 2.4.1.7 37 PRL S-014, Human The discussion of the uncertainties notes that current As suggested, the text discussion on surface coverings
Health Risk Assessment, exposures are limited because of the presence of surface has been deleted.

Uncertainties covering at PRL S-014. However, maintenance of these
covering represents an institutional control that is not a

component of the selected remedy for this site, and thus is not

relevant to the discussion. The reference to exposure being

limited by surface coverings should be deleted from the ROD.

15. Specific 2.4.1.7 37 PRL S-014, Human Please correct the typo at the end of this page, as one line As suggested, the sentence structure for this sentence,
Health Risk Assessment breaks in the middle of a word, the following line breaks in the and all sentences throughout the document have been

Uncertainties middle of the sentence, and the line picks up on page 45 in edited to ensure all sentence breaks are appropriate.
the middle of the sentence, but formatted as a new bullet.

16. Specific 2.4.1.7 37 PRL S-014, Human As discussed in EPA's ROD Guidance, the discussion of The uncertainty section for PRL S-014 in Appendix A

Health Risk Assessment uncertainties should indicate whether the uncertainties are was revised to indicate whether the uncertainties are
Uncertainties expected to underestimate or overestimate the potential risk, expected to overestimate or underestimate risks.

Please revise the discussion of uncertainties to include this
information.
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No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

17. Specific 2.4.2.4 48 PRL S-033 The first bullet states that arsenic results using Method Please see the response to Errata Comment #4.
SW6O1O are considered unreliable, but some explanation

should be provided. For example, it is not cleariy explained
why only unreliable SW6O1O results for arsenic are available
for this site but this fact does not constitute a data gap. This
data gap would need to be filled prior to selecting a remedy.
Further, all references to Method SW6O1O results for arsenic

as unreliable should be prefaced with the explanation from the
General Framework document that certain analyses

performed for McClellan were subject to matrix interference

that biased the results. Method SW6O1O results for arsenic

have proven to be accurate at other NPL sftes and more

recent McClellan results are reliable.

18. Specific 2.4,2.4 48 PRL S-033 Chromium, cobalt, and nickel were reported to be above their The text is intended to indicate where threats to human

established combined background value, yet the health, surface water, and groundwater potentially
concentrations are attributed to being below all screening exist Metals concentrations that are above
levels. Please explain why the combined background background but less than the screening levels do not
concentration for these metals does not constitute a screening pose a significant threat to human health or the
level. Further, it is not clear whether these concentrations environment. The following changes have been made
were excavated during the polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon to improve the clarity of the text

(PAH) removal action, or whether subsequent sampling simply
did not detect any metals above background. Please clarify. Inserted and/or deleted the following text in Section
This comment also applies to all other instances in the ROD 2.4.2.4, Metals, bullets 2, 3, and 4:
where metals concentrations are noted as exceeding Bullet 2 and 3: Change "below all screening levels" to
established background values but less than all screening "below all screening levels for the protection of surface
levels, water, groundwater, and human health" at the end of

the last sentence.

Bullet 4: Insert "risk-based" in the 3rd sentence before
the word "screening'.

The following text was inserted after the last sentence

of the paragraph preceding the bullets: The maximum
concentrations of these metals were detected in soil
borings located outside the excavation area for the
PAR removal action.

19. Specific 2.4.2.7 51 PRL S-033 The first sentence of the risk characterization section on this The text in Appendix A was revised to state that
page notes that the results are based U.S. EPA toxicity California EPA and USEPA toxicity values were used
values. However, previous text in the toxicity assessment in the risk assessment
section on this page states that the slope factors for PARs
were obtained from the California EPA. A review of Table 2-8

indicates that an oral slope factor of 12 per mg/kg-day was
used for benzo(a)pyrene in the risk assessment. The oral

slope factor listed in EPA's Integrated Risk Information System
(IRIS) for benzo(a)pyrene is 7.3 per mg/kg-day. Please correct

this discrepancy.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
20. Specific 2.4.2.7 52 Table 2-8 Cancer Toxicity Data Summary, PRL S.033: As noted in our Footnotes were added to the table to explain the

comment for PRL 8-014, please include an explanation of the weight of evidence classifications.
alphanumeric weight of evidence classifications shown in this
table.

21. Specific 2.2.2.7 53 HHRA Uncertainties As previously noted for PRL S-014, the discussion of The bullets have been revised as requested.
uncertainties should indicate whether the uncertainties are

expected to underestimate or overestimate the potential risk.
Please revise the discussion of uncertainties to include this

information.

22. Specific 2.4.2.7 54 Table 2-11 Risk Characterization - Non-Carcinogens PRL S-033: The Based on a comment from DTSC on Appendix H of the
hazard quotients presented in this table for both the future Draft Initial Parcel Feasibility Study (memorandum from
resident adult and the future resident child differ from the Barbara RenzilDTSC to Kevin Depies dated March 14,
hazard quotients presented in the Final Remedial Action 2003), the Hazard Quotients (HQs) for PRL S-33 were

Report (RAR) for PRL S-033 (WestonlKleinfelder, 2002). corrected. The HQs were incorrectly calculated in the

Please clarify why different hazard quotients are presented in RAR (cancer potency equivalency factors were
the RAR and the ROD. Note that the carcinogenic risks are incorrectly used in the calculation of noncancer HQs).

the same in the two documents. The HQs presented in the ROD are correct Text has
been added in Appendix A to explain the changes to
the calculations.

23. Specific 2.4.3.4 58 PRL S-040, Page 58: NNSPH should be N- As suggested, the spelling of NNSPH has been
nitrosodiphenylamine, not n-nitrosodiphenylamine as listed, corrected to read:
Also, ft is not clear whether the listed values are the reported "N-nitrosodiphenylamine"
concentrations in soil or the appropriate screening levels.

Please clarify the text by denoting the maximum reported As clarification, the sentence describing the eight
concentration in soil along with the associated screening value. SVOCs is revised as follows:

Eight other SVOCs were detected at the maximum
concentration indicated below, but at concentrations
less than the chemical specific screening levels for the
protection of human health, surface water, and

groundwater:"

Note: these changes are now part of Appendix B.

24. Specific 2.4.3.4 58-59 PRL 8.040: The statement in the first complete paragraph on The concentrations of copper, lead, and vanadium
page 59 that maximum reported concentrations of arsenic, exceeded those that would be considered within the
iron, and manganese exceeded screening levels for protection normal variance of background. However, the
of human health appears to contradict the statement on page maximum concentrations did not exceed the screening
58 that only concentrations of copper, lead, and vanadium levels for the protection of human health or the
exceeded screening levels. Please resolve this discrepancy, environment. The first sentence of the second

paragraph was rewritten as follows: The maximum

concentrations of copper, lead, vanadium, and zinc (all
detected in PS4OSBO13 at 2 ft bgs) were less than all
screening levels for the protection of human health,

surface water, and groundwater.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

25. Specific 2.4.3.5 60 PRL S-040: Please clari' which contaminants of concern The text in Appendix B was revised to indicate that
represent a potential threat to groundwater, as the previous TPH-D and TPH-G are the COCs that present a threat
Section states that predictive modeling concluded that VOCs to groundwater. In the second sentence of the second

in the vadose zone will not impact water above MCLs. paragraph, contaminants of concern represenr was
changed to TPH-D and TPH-G presenr.

26. Specific 2.4,3,7 63 Table 2-14 Please correct the typographical errors in this table (noted in Note: The information for PRL S-040 has been moved

the list of chemicals of concern). Also, this table lacks the to Appendix B. The typographical errors have been

explanatory footnote that the exposure point concentration corrected.
represents the lower of the maximum detected concentration The following footnote has been added to the table:

or the 95 percent upper confidence limit on the mean. Please The exposure point concentration is the lower value of
add the footnote. the maximum concentration or the 95th UCL

concentration.

27, Specific 2.4.3.7 65-66 Table 2-15 Cancer Toxicity Data Summary, PRL S-040: Please provide a Footnotes were added to the table to explain the
reference for the weight of evidence classifications shown in weight of evidence classifications and the acronyms. In

this table. An explanation of the acronyms used in this table addition, the formatting was corrected.

should be provided in a footnote. In addition, please replace
the missing cell in the last row, and clanfy whether the
information shown on page 66 is a continuation of Table 2-15.

28. Specific 2,4.3.7 67-68 Table 2-16 Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary: It is not clear why the The formatting of the risk assessment tables was made

primary target organ listed for zinc and benzene is shown as consistent for the sites in the IP ROD #1. The primary

the hematopoietic system in this table, while blood is listed as target organ for benzene was listed as the blood-

the target organ in Table 2-4. Please use consistent forming organs or system.
terminology throughout the ROD. For the sake of clanty, we

suggest that it would be more appropate to list the primary
target organ for benzene as the blood-forming organs or
system. Also, it is not clear why the format of Table 2-16 on
page 67 differs from the format of Table 2-16 on page 68 (the
information on page 67 lacks the date the information was

obtained).

29. Specific 2.4.3.7 71 Table 2-17 Risk Characterization Summary-Carcinogens, PRL S-040: The errors have been corrected.

Please correct the typographical errors in this table (i.e.,

groundwater).
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
30. Specific 2.4.4.4 7679 SA 003: This Section discusses three soil samples that were These data were collected under a short time frame

collected to better define the target volume9 at SA 003, but no during the IP FS #1 to reduce uncertainty regarding the
reference for the field work is presented. It is not clear if the extent of the target volume. Therefore, the data were
field work was conducted under an approved sampling and not collected under an approved sampling and analysis
analysis plan, or if the data are of sufficient quality to make plan. However, analytical results are documented in
remedial decisions. Please provide a reference that the IP FS #1 (Appendix H, SA 005 Attachment 2).
documents the quality of the sample collection effort.

Confirmation samples will be collected during the
remedial action under an approved sampling and

analysis plan to verify that the full extent of
contamination is remediated.

The following text has been added to the last
paragraph of Section 2.4.3.3: volume for remedial

actions (IP FS #1, Appendix H, SA 003 Attachment 2).
While these data were not collected under an

approved sampling and analysis plan, confirmation
samples will be collected during the remedial action

under an approved sampling and analysis plan to verify
that the full extent of contamination is remediated.

31. Specific 2.4.5.7 90-92 Table 2-21 Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary, SA 035: A number of The table has been reformatted and target organs
errors noted in this table require revision. The primary target added.
organ on which the RfD is based is readily available in all of

the referenced sources and should be included in the table. It
is not clear why the units column for the inhalation pathway
critetia is labeled "Oral RID Units", or why the column for the

sources of RID:Target Organ for inhalation criteria is
substantially narrower than the identical column for the oral

criteha, causing the table to spread across several pages
without the column headings being repeated. Please revise

and reformat the table.

32. Specific 2.4.5.7 93 PRL S-035 Human Health Risk Assessment: According the Text was added in Appendix B to state that bis(2-

first complete paragraph, no RID was available for bis(2- chloroisopropyl)ether was used as a surrogate for bis(2-
chloroethyl)ether, "so RIDs for a chemical with a similar chloroethyl)ether for the risk assessment calculations.

stwcture were used as surrogate values." What chemical was

used as a surrogate?

33. Specific 2.4.5.7 103 PRL S-035 Human Health Risk Assessment Please correct The spelling has been corrected from "bis(2-
the spelling of bis(2-chloroethyl)ether in each instance it is chloroethl)ether" to "bis(2-chIoroethyl)ethe' as
used in the first bulleted paragraph on this page. requested.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

34. Specific 2.4.5.7 103 Basis for No Action: This Section would benefit from additional Text has been added to Section 2.4.4.7 and Section
rationale, as the decision to take no action. For example, the 2.4.4.4 describing the results of additional sampling
risk contribution of arsenic at background concentrations and and analysis performed by the Air Force during
the importance of the home-grown produce pathway could be December 2003. The results of this effort support the
discussed, as well as additional information as to why the selection of No Action.
apparently limited extent of contamination reduces the
concern that a substantial risk to human health exists. Please
revise this Section with additional rationale to explain the
basis for no action at SA 035.

35. Specific 2.4.7.4 107 3rd SA 091: For clarity, please revise the text of the third The text has been revised as follows in Section 2.4.6.4:
paragraph on this page to state that concentrations of DDT
and DDE were reported in the sample from SA91HAOO1. In "DDT44 and DDE44 concentrations of 0.34 mg/kg and
addion, the extent of organochlorine pesticide contamination 0.47 mg/kg, respectively, were reported in the sample
was successfully bounded, not bound as stated. from SA91 HAOO1 at a depth of 2.5 feet In this boring,

there were no detections at the surface and 5-ft bgs

samples. This location, the northwestern-most sample
location, was not bounded laterally, and thus a data

gap existed?

"Based on this sampling event, the previously elevated
detections from the RI were successfully bounded?

36. Specific 2.4.7.4 114 SA 091: As noted previously, the statement that an individual's The reference to an individual's risk of developing
risk of developing cancer is one in three is unattributed and cancer is one in three has been deleted at this point
not relevant to the selection of a remedy for this site and and throughout the document
should be deleted.

37. Specific 2.4.7.4 114 SA 091, Page 114: For clarity, the text in the first paragraph Text in Appendix A was revised to state that the target
should be revised to state that the target organ for which the organ for the RfD for DDT is the liver.
critical effect on which the RfD for DDT is based is the liver. As
a pesticide, the primary toxic effects of DDT are believed to be

on the nervous system.

38. Specific 2.5 118 Remedial Action Objectives: Recognizing that the BCT has The words "to acceptable levels" were added to the

previously agreed to generic remedial action objectives first two bullets in Section 2.5 as requested.
(RAO5), a clarification of the RAO5 in the ROD may be

helpful. The RAOs include, Prevent or reduce human

exposure to soil contaminants and Prevent or reduce the
impact to groundwater and surface water. A simple reduction

of exposure or impact may not be sufficient and it is not
believed that this was the Air Force's intent To clarify the
intention, please consider revising Prevent or reduce in these

two RAOs to Prevent or reduce to acceptable levels...
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)
Comment By: U.S. EPA Glenn Kistner
No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
39. Specific 2.5 and 2.9.4 118, 142 Remedial Action Objectives, Page 118, and Section 2.9.4, The first sentence after the bullets in Section 2.5 was

Expected Outcome of Selected Remedy, Page 142: The deleted, and the following sentence was added as the
cleanup levels for protection of human health defined in the last sentence of that same paragraph: The first RAO

last sentence in this Section on page 118 and on page 142 as listed above is achieved if individual contaminant
a hazard quotient of one for each contaminant for the concentrations are less than or equal to these cleanup
residential scenario appear to conflict with the previously goals.
stated definition on page 118 that the RAO is achieved if the
non-cancer hazard index is equal to 1.0. If more than one

contaminant affecting the same target organ system have
individual hazard quotients equal to one, the goal of achieving
an overall hazard index equal to or not greater than 1 is not
met and adverse health effects may result from the exposure.
Please resolve this discrepancy. Note that EPA's Risk
Assessment Guidance for Superftind Part D defines

chemicals determined not to contribute significantiy to an
unacceptable risk as those with risk levels less than lxlO-6 or
a hazard quotient less than 0.1.

40. Specific 2.6.3 120 Alternative 3B: The desctption of groundwater monitoring for The text has been revised as follows:
Alternative 3B states that long-term monitoring frequency will

be determined in accordance with the Groundwater "Site-specific long-term groundwater monitoring
Monitorlng Program protocols, but it is not clear that these protocols will consist of tailored monitoring frequencies
protocols will be adequately site-specific and address all for each site which address all contaminants posing a

contaminants. Long-term monitoring under Alternative 3B will threat to groundwater. In general, a groundwater
focus on TPH, and the Groundwater Monitoring Program sample will be collected from the nearest down-

protocols focus on VOCs. In addition, lon9-terrn monitoring for gradient groundwater well. Data Quality Objectives will
ROD compliance at a single site may have different data be tailored to meet long-term monitoring requirements

quality objectives than monitoring for overall VOC plume for ROD compliance"
definition. As no sites are recommended for Aitemative 3B in
this ROD, ft is recommended that site-specific long-term
monitoring protocols be developed in the ROD for future sites

requiring long-term groundwater monitoring, particularly for
non-VOC5.

41. Specific 2.6.5 121 Alternative 5-Excavation/Treatment/Backfill (Unrestricted As suggested, the first sentence has been revised as

Land Use): The text indicates that Under Altemative 5, Initial follows:

Parcel sites contaminated with non-VOC5 or TPH will be

excavated, the soil treated using a thermal desorption "Under Altemative 5, Initial Parcel sites contaminated

process, and the treated soil reused as backfill in the site with only non-VOC organic and TPH contaminants will

excavation. The text indicates later in this Section that thermal be excavated, the soil treated using a thermal
desorption will not be effective for metals. For clanty, please desorption process, and treated soil re-used as backfill

revise the quoted sentence to indicate that thermal desorption in the site excavation."

only applies at sites with non-VOC organic and TPR
contaminants.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner
Other Comment Response

Common Elements and Distinguishing Features of Each Text has been added to Section 2.6.8 identifying key

Alternative: This Section does not appear to have the level of ARARs. Innovative technologies and presumptive

detail recommended in the ROD Guidance, and it is not clear remedies were not used, therefore these are neither

where in the ROD some of the missing information is common elements or distinguishing features.

provided. Examples of the elements recommended for this The following text has been added as the last bullets of

Section include key applicable or relevant and appropriate Section 2.6.8:

requirements (ARAR5), long-term reliability, quantity of - Cleanup goals for the alternatives which involve

untreated waste, estimated time for design and construction, remediation to unrestricted use levels (Alternatives 3A
estimated costs, and uses of presumptive remedies and/or and 5) are primarily driven by protection of human
innovative technologies. Some of these elements are health under CERCLA.

discussed in Section 2.9 for the selected remedies, but key - Alternatives that do not involve cleanup to
ARARs and uses of innovative technologies are not. Please unrestricted use levels (Alternatives 2 and 38) must
provide the missing information or a reference to where in the attain ARAR5 related to institutional controls.

ROD it may be found, and consider increasing the level of

detail in Section 2.6.8. The following text was inserted after the fourth
sentence of the third bullet and is managed as per

Title 22 and Title 27 CCR for hazardous waste

classification and disposal requirements.

The following sentence was added after the bullets in

Section 2.6.8. innovative technologies and
presumptive remedies were not incorporated as part of
the remedies, therefore these are neither common
elements or distinguishing features and are not
addressed in this section.

Table 2-30 Summary of Estimated Costs for the Selected Alternative: This The level of detail provided in the FS is difficult to
table does not provide the level of detail recommended in the briefly summarize in the ROD. Therefore, the text was

ROD Guidance, such as unit costs, contingency allowances, revised to refer the reader to the detailed cost

and project management and support. The text introducing information discussed in the Initial Parcel Feasibility

the table states that detailed cost calculations are presented in Study #1 Appendix C, Tables C-i and C-3. Table C-i

Section 2.9.3, but Section 2.9.3 refers back to Table 2-30. includes the unit costs, contingency allowances, and
Please provide additional detail in the cost estimates for the project support costs. Total costs of the alternatives

selected alternatives in the ROD. In addition, please check the were corrected on the table. The following change was
total costs in Table 2-30, as they do not appear to be correct. made to the text

Inserted the second sentence of the first paragraph of
the Cost subsection ri Section 2.7.2: More detailed
cost estimates for the selected remedies are provided
in Section 2.9.3, and detailed cost estimates for all

alternatives are presented in the LRA Initial Parcel

Feasibility Study #1, Appendix C, Tables C-i and C-3.
Alternative i does not have any costs associated with
it.

In the future, please use double sided pages in order to save As suggested, the draft final document is printed using

paper. double-sided pages.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)
Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
2. Other - General Please rephrase: No action is necessary for non-VOC As suggested, the text has been revised to read:

contaminants to: for non-VOC contamination, No Action is "for non-VOC contamination, no action is necessary for
necessary for the protection of human health and the the protection of human health and the environment."
environment, or, No Action is necessary for the protection of

human heah and the environment, for non-VOC

contamination, throughout the text

3. Other - General Since TPH is excluded from CERCLA unless mixed with PRL S-040 is identified in the Declaration as requiring
hazardous substances, discussion of PRL S-040 (a TPH only No Action under CERCLA. All references to PRL S-040
site) in the ROD should be limited to a simple statement(s) have been moved from the Decision Summary to

that the site will be addressed under State authority. There is Appendix B.
absolutely no need to put this site through the alternatives
evaluation and risk discussion process. Please revise the
entire ROD to reflect this.

4. Other - General Please change U.S. EPA's generally acceptable risk range to There are no references in the document to "U.S.
U.S. EPAs target risk range, throughout the text In some EPA's generally acceptable risk range", so no revision

instances, acceptable will need to be changed to permissible was made
risk. (See comment #5 below)

5. Other - General The statement throughout the text: the Air Force believes The document has been searched for the noted text
there are no significant threats to ... should be deleted. As "the Air Force believes", and lt has been eliminated.
EPA has previously commented on the IP Proposed Plan,
statements of Air Force beliefs are irrelevant concerning
human health and environmental risks. Examples can be

found on pages 103 and 139. Only the facts and the resulting
risk management decisions should be stated.

1. Other-Specific 2.1 6 Site; please add the NPL listing date to the text and to Table 2- Text and table have been revised to include the NPL
1. listing date as 22 July 1987

2. Other - Specific 2.1 .1, 2.1.2 10, 11 Please delete references to PRL S-040. As suggested, the reference to PRL S-040 has been
removed from 2.1.1 and 2.1.2

3. Other - Specific 2.3.1 16 Bullets: how does the last bullet address specific activities in The indication in bold for that bullet has been removed

this ROD, since the activities stated are all post ROD activities to indicate the development of work plans is a cleanup
that have not yet taken place? step which occurs post-ROD.

4. Other - Specific 2.3.3 18 SA 035 bullet: please remove proposed from the text since Section 2.3.3 has been revised and the reference to

this is a ROD where remedies are selected as opposed to a SA 035 and proposed activities at that site has been

Proposed Plan where remedies are proposed. removed altogether. Please see the responses to
Specific Comments 4 and 4A.

5. Other - Specific 2.3.4 18 Please change Future Response Plans to Future Response The section title has not been revised, Instead, text has
Plans for Other non-VOC Sites. been added to the section to address future response

plans for non-VOC and VOC contaminants. Please see

the response to Specific Comment 5.
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Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

6. Other- Specific 2.3.4 19 1st Please reword to: ... the BRAC cleanup team will evaluate the Please also see the response to HERD (Renzi)
residual risk at the site. In most cases, the residual risk will be General Comment 1. As suggested, the text has been
within the target risk range of (10-6 to 10-4) for Superfund revised as follows:
sites as set forth in the NCP, Section 300.430. The residual "the BRAC cleanup team will evaluate the residual risk
risk will be qualitatively evaluated and may not be permissible at the site. Inmost cases, the residual risk will be within
where many individual chemicals are present so that the the target risk range of (106 to 10-4) for Superfund
residual risk significantly exceeds lxlO-6. sites as set forth in the NCP, Section 300.430. The

residual risk will be quantitatively evaluated and may
not be acceptable where many individual chemicals
are present so that the residual risk significantly
exceeds 1x10-6.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)
Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
7. Other - Specific 2.6.2 119 The following is some suggested language for ICs at least as As suggested, the provided text on IC language has

starting point been incorporated in the document within the section
describing IC to be implemented by AFRPA:

Where protection of human health and the environment "Where protection of human health and the
requires restriction of the use of the land or groundwater, environment requires restriction of the use of the land

institutional controls (lCs) are designed to prevent or groundwater, institutional controls (ICs) are
unauthorized use. Where property is to be transferred by the designed to prevent unauthorized use. Where property
AF, the key IC elements include the following: is to be transferred by the AF, the key IC elements
Each federal deed or letter of transfer to another federal include the following:

agency will include a description of the residual contamination Each federal deed or letter of transfer to another
on the property and the selected restrictions. The ICs, in the federal agency will include a description of the residual

form of deed restrictions are environmental restrictions under contamination on the property and the selected
California Civil Code section 1471 which will run with the land, restrictions, The ICs, in the form of deed restrictions
as provided in Califomia Civil Code section 1471. are "environmental restrictions" under California Civil

The Air Force will conduct annual monitoring and undertake Code section 1471 which will run with the land, as
prompt action to address activity that is inconsistent with the provided in California Civil Code section 1471.

IC objective or use restrictions, exposure assumptions or any The Air Force will conduct annual monitoring and

action that may interfere with the effectiveness of the ICs The undertake prompt action to address activity that is
Air Force will submit to the regulatory agencies an annual inconsistent with the IC objective or use restrictions,

monitoring report on the status of the IC5 and how any IC exposure assumptions or any action that may interfere
deficiencies or inconsistent uses have been addressed. The with the effectiveness of the Cs The Air Force will
IC monitoring reports will not be subject to approval and/or submit to the regulatory agencies an annual monitoring

revision by the regulatory agencies. The annual monitoring report on the status of the ICs and how any IC

reports will be used as part of the Five Year Review to deficiencies or inconsistent uses have been
evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy. addressed. The IC monitoring reports will not be
The Air Force will notify EPA and the State via e-mail or subject to approval and/or revision by the regulatory
telephone as soon as practicable, but no later than two weeks agencies. The annual monitoring reports will be used
after discovery of any activity that is inconsistent with the IC as part of the Five Year Review to evaluate the

objective or use restrictions, exposure assumptions or any effectiveness of the remedy.
action that may interfere with the effectiveness of the ICs. The Air Force will notify EPA and the State via email or
Joint approval from the Air Force, USEPA and the State of telephone as soon as practicable, but no later than two
California will be required for any proposed modifications of weeks after discovery of any activity that is inconsistent
IC5 described in the ROD. with the IC objective or use restrictions, exposure
Before transfer of title to the property including one or more of assumptions or any action that may interfere with the
the sites at which ICs are selected, the Air Force will execute effectiveness of the Cs.
a Land Use Covenant with the State that includes the selected Joint approval from the Air Force, USEPA and the
restrictions. The State Land Use Covenant will be recorded State of California will be required for any proposed

before the recording of the federal deed. modifications of ICs described in the ROD.
Before transfer of title to the property including one or
more of the sites at which Cs are selected, the Air
Force will execute a Land Use Covenant with the State
that includes the selected restrictions, The State Land
Use Covenant will be recorded before the recording of
the federal deed."

8. Other - Specific 2.6.8 123 Second Bullet Please reword to: Institutional controls will be required in As suggested, text has been revised as follows:
perpetuity for Alternatives 2 and 3B because residual "Institutional controls will be required in perpetuity for
contamination remains above levels for unrestricted use. Alternatives 2 and 3B because residual contamination

remains above levels for unrestricted use."
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)
Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

9. Other- Specific 2.7.2 125 Please put a page break por to Section 2.7.2.1 The text has been completely revised (see RWQCB
General Comment 3) to remove redundant text
Section 2.7.2,1 no longer exists.

10. Other - Specific 2.9.4 145 Unless the TPH compounds are mixed with hazardous TPH contamination is commingled with CERCLA

substances, discussion of TPH should be eliminated, contaminants at this site so it is appropriate for the
discussion of TPH to remain in the text

11. Other- Specific 2.10 146 Statutory Determinations; the statement: For PRL S-040, the As suggested, the text has been revised to delete the

Air Force has determined that no action is required ... is reference to PRL S-040 and the Air Force's

incorrect. Petroleum compounds unless mixed with hazardous determining role in this petroleum only site.

substances are excluded from CERCLA, therefore, the Air
Force really has no determination role.

1. Errata 1.0 1 2nd Site Name and Location: The acronym WIMS ID is not defined As suggested, the acronym WIMS ID has been defined
here or in the List of Acronyms. Please define WIMS ID in the in the text as follows:

text. In addition, please check the List of Acronyms for
completeness, as it does not include all of the acronyms used Work Information Management System Identification"
in the text (bis2CEE, mg/kg).

As suggested, the Acronyms List has been reviewed

for completeness to ensure all acronyms used in the

document are included.

2. Errata 2.3.3 18 2nd Activities Proposed in this ROD, second paragraph: The first The referenced text has been deleted. Please see

sentence of this paragraph refers to PRL S-033, but should Specific Comments 4 and 4A.

refer to PRL S-014. Please correct the site name in the next

version of the ROD.

3. Errata 2.4.1.7 27 Table 2-2a The construction worker exposure point concentration for cis- The exposure point concentration for cis-1,2-

1,2-dichloroethene is given as 8.19 E+10 (82 kg/I), but it dichioroethene as noted in Table 2-2a was incorrect

appears that the concentration should have a negative The correct value is 8.19E-10. The table (Table A1-lb)
exponent Please check the formulas in the table. has been revised accordingly.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

McClellan AR # 5488 Page 328 of 375

Comment By: U.S. EPA — Glenn Kistner

Metals: The first sentence refers to the introduction of this Please also see Specific Comment 17. The text has

appendix for discussion of arsenic SW6OIO analyses, which been revised as follows:

appears to be a cariyover from another document Please

provide a proper reference. o Arsenic was analyzed in soil samples from 10
locations using Method SW6O1O, and at two adjacent
locations using SW7060. (See Section 2.4.1.4 for a

discussion of possible analytical bias for arsenic

analyzed by method SW6O1O.) The samples for
SW7060 analysis were located immediately adjacent to
the highest reported concentrations of arsenic from the
SW6O1O analysis (Final OU B RICS, Vol 4 of 9, soil

data, pgs 1-8). The side-by-side comparison indicates
an apparent high bias interference exists for the
SW6OIO arsenic data. In PS33N004, located on the
south side of building, the SW6O1O value for arsenic is

17 mg/kg. The adjacent sample analyzed with SW7060
is 5.26 mg/kg. Likewise on the east side of the building
PS33H008 had a SW6O1O arsenic value of 18 mg/kg,

and an SW7060 value of 4.6 mg/kg. The "combined"
background concentration for arsenic is 4.9 mg/kg.

Therefore, although the SW6OIO data appear to be

biased high, the SW7060 results suggest that results

are within or slighfly exceeding background
concentrations, and no data gap for arsenic exists.

2.7.2.1 125 PRL S-014: The first sentence refers to Figure 2-29, but there The text has been changed to read Table", not

is no Figure 2-29. It appears that the reference should be to Figure". Please also see the response to Other

Table 2-29. Please correct the reference. Specific Comment 9.

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other

Errata 2.4.2.4 48 first bullet

Comment Response

Errata
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: RWQCB — James D. Taylor
Comment

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

(ARARs):

Regional Board staff has reviewed Section 2.10.2 of the ROD,

and conclude that several Regional Board ARARs are not
properiy identified and included in Tables 2-34 and 2-35.

Section 2.10.2 is also lacks a detailed narrative discussion of
ARAR5 compared with other RODs prepared by the Air Force.

The narrative discussion usually presents the basis for ARARs
as they pertain to specific sites and selected remedial actions

including appropriate To Be Considered' (TBC) guidance
documents (e.g., A Compilation of Water Quality Goals and
The Designated Level Methodology for Waste Classification
and Cleanup Level Determination). Issues in the ROD

regarding the inclusion and status of ARARs (i.e., applicable
vs. relevant and appropriate) should be presented to the Legal
Tiger Team for discussion. The Legal Tiger Team should also

determine the need for any clarifying language, footnotes, or

other means of presenting differing interpretations or positions
on the status of certain ARAR5 in the ROD. We suggest that
the Legal Tiger Team meet to resolve these issues prior to the
issuance of the draft final ROD, so the draft final ROD can

incorporate the agreements reached by the respective

attorneys.

In addition, our previous comments to the Feasibility Study

(FS, letters dated 21 January, and 3 July 2003), suggested
that the ARAR tables should be revised to include a column
(titled Associated Sites) that identifies the sftes that a

particular ARAR applies to (see Former Mather AFB RODs for

examples). The ROD does not, but should, address this

comment.

Specifically, the following critical ARARs must be evaluated for

inclusion into the ROD:

The narrative toxicity objective for groundwater in Chapter III
of the Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the
Sacramento River and San Joaquin River Basins.
Basin Plan Policy for Investigation and Cleanup of

Contaminated Sites
Basin Plan Policy for Application of Water Quality Objectives
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Resolution

No. 68.16

Antidegradation Policy
SWRCB Resolution No. 88-63 Sources of Drinking Water

Policy
Tifie 27, CCR Section 20090(d), Section 20080(d), 20385-

20435, 20385, 20405, 20410, 2042.

Response

Per the meeting held 15January04 with AFRPA
McClellan BEC Paul Brunner and RWQCB
representatives James Taylor and John Russell, an

agreement was reached whereby the ARARs section
of the ROD will remain as presented in the Draft IP
ROD document The following text has been added to

section 2.10.2 Compliance With ARARS, to explain

how by achieving the very low health-based cleanup
levels in this ROD we will also assure the protection of

water quality:

The remedial actions to be accomplished based on
this ROD will achieve the appropriate chemical-

specific cleanup levels for protection of human health,
groundwater, and surface water. Therefore the remedy
will be protective of both human health and water
quality, and will comply with associated ARAR5."

Task Order 29
Page 1 of 5 January 2004
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

McClellan AR # 5488 Page 330 of 375

Comment By: RWQCB — James D. Taylor

If TPH contamination is present at a particular site, the ROD
should also clearly state whether the TPH contamination is
commingled with CERCLA contaminants. If CERCLA
contaminants are commingled with TPH, then the TPH
contamination will be addressed under CERCLA. If no IPH

commingling is evident, then the petroleum exclusion applies
and the TPH contamination will be addressed under State
requirements. These petroleum-only sites will be addressed

as 'No-Action sites under CERCLA. These types of sites are
identified in the ROD, however, the discussions should be

more consistent and given greater visibility by including them
in a separate discussion as suggested above. Please revise

the ROD accordingly.

At PRL S-014, concentrations of the non-VOC
contaminant of concern, PCB-1260, in shallow soil
exceed the cleanup level for the protection of surface
water, therefore impacts to surface water are possible.
However, the maximum concentration of PCB-1 260

does not exceed the cleanup goal for the protection

groundwater. Thus, there were no potential impacts to
groundwater identified at this site.

At SA 003, concentrations of lead, TPH-D, and TPH-G
exceed their respective cleanup levels for the

protection of surface water. Therefore, non-VOC
contamination at this site may impact surface water
quality. In addition, concentrations of TPH-G and TPH-

0 exceed cleanup levels for the protection of

groundwater. Therefore, impacts to groundwater are
possible. Metals contamination in soil is commingled
with the fuels-related contamination at this site.

Based on a review of the maximum contaminant

concentrations in comparison with cleanup goals,
impacts to surface water and groundwater quality were
not identified at the remaining four sites.

Response to second paragraph of comment:

Several changes have been made to the ROD to
address this comment. Details regarding the
characterization of contaminants and risk at PRL S-040
(a site with solely fuel related contamination) have
been moved to Appendix B from the Decision

Summary (Section 2). In addition, the following
changes have been made to the Declaration:
1) Inserted as the second paragraph of Section 1.1 - If
TPH contamination at a site is commingled with other
contaminants regulated under the Comprehensive

Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980 (CERCLA), then the TPH contamination is

January 2004

No. Comment Type Section

2. General

Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

Threats to Water Quality: Response to first paragraph of comment
Text has been inserted in the Basis of Action

The ROD addresses threats to water quality: however, these subsection for each site to summarize potential
discussions are contained within several sections throughout impacts to surface water and groundwater quality. In
the document and not clearly identified or easily found. addition, a new section has been added to the ROD:
Regional Board staff prefers that discussions on water quality Section 2.4.7, Summary of Potential Impacts to
be included in a dearly identified separate section that Groundwater and Surface Water:
addresses all potential threats to surface and groundwater
quality for all of the ROD sites. The sections titled 'Basis for Potential impacts to water quality have been identified
Action' should summarize any condusions reached regarding at two of the seven ROD sites: PRL S-014 and SA 003.
potential threats to water quality.

TaskOrder29 Page2of5
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: RWQCB — James D. Taylor

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

addressed in this ROD with the non-VOC
contaminants. If commingling of 1PM and CERCLA

contaminants is not evident, then the remedy for that
site is identified as No Action in this ROD and the TPH
contamination is addressed under State requirements.

2) The first sentence of Section 1.2 has been rewritten

as follows - As a result of past industrial activities,
releases of hazardous substances have contaminated
soil at Study Area (SA) 003 and Potential Release

Location (PRL) S-014. At SA 003, metals
contamination is commingled with TPH contamination
in soil, and at PRL S-014 PCB contamination is

present in soil.
3) The following sentence has been added as the last

sentence of the fourth paragraph of Section 1.3 and
the second to last sentence of Section 1.4 - Because
the 1PM contamination at PRL 5-040 is not
commingled with CERCLA contaminants, details
regarding the characterization of contaminants and risk
at this site are provided in Appendix B rather than in
the Decision Summary (Section 2) of this ROD.

3. General ROD Format Overall, Regional Board staff believes that the As suggested, the revised ROD has been reconfigured

ROD is too long for the small number of sites that are and streamlined. Three example RODs were reviewed

included. Every effort should be made to consolidate to determine where specific reconfiguring and

information, break the ROD up into clearly defined sections consolidation could be done more appropriately. The

that address each site within that section, and reduce the majority of the risk discussion and associated tables

number of tables. There are several examples of accepted have been removed from the body of the document

formats for Air Force RODs that include a large number of and placed in a supporting appendix. The fuels only

sites. The Remedial Project Managers should confer and site, PRL S-040, has been pulled from the body of the

reach a consensus on the format of the Draft Final ROD at the document and placed in a separate supporting

earliest convenience, appendix as well. The Comparative Analysis of
Alternatives was rewritten and edited to remove

redundant text

Specific 2.2 13 First bullet Administrative Record (AR): This bullet item would benefit by As suggested, the location (address) of the main AR

including the location (address) of the main AR repository. repository has been added to the text as well as the

Also in the last sentence, documents related to the cleanup inclusion of the RWQCB in the sentence listing the

efforts at McClellan also are available for review at the other locations for document review.

RWQCB office, as well as the DISC and EPA offices. Please

revise this sentence to include the RWQCB office. "The location of this repository is within the AFRPA
office, 3411 Olson St. McClellan CA 95652
Documents related to the cleanup efforts at McClellan
also are available for review at the State of California
DISC, RWQCB, and in the U.S. EPA offices.

Task Order 29 Page 3 of 5 January 2004



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 332 of 375

Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: RWQCB — James D. Taylor

Page Paragraph Sentence Other

2.4 19 Site Charactenstics See General Comment 2. This section should be revised to Please see the response to General Comment 2.
include a separate stand-alone section that descnbes threats

to surface water and groundwater quality. Please revise this
section and the rest of the ROD accordingly.

SVOCs and TPH This section should be revised to clarify whether the None of the analytes were detected in the samples.

occurrence of concentrations of TPH-G, TPH-D, BTEX, and The seventh sentence of the second paragraph under
MTBE are confirmed detections (i.e., hits), or are the heading SVOCs and TPH has been rewritten as
concentrations at or below detection limits. The reference to follows:
the detection of MTBE in a soil boring of less than 250 ug/L Fuel releases from the USTs do not appear to have

does not indicate the depth at which MIBE occurred. been significant because no contaminants were

Concentrations of MTBE of greater than 28 ug/kg in surface detected in the confirmation samples from the former

soils (RWQCB Region 2, December 2001 Update to Risk- vicinity of the UST5. Detection limits for TPH-G and

Based Screening Levels for Impacted Soil and Groundwater) TPH-D were 1 mg/kg, 5 ug/kg for BTEX compounds,
at depths less than or equal to 3 meters below ground surface and between 5 and 250 ug/kg for MTBE. The highest

(bgs) may pose an indoor air health risk, exceeding criterion detection limit for MTBE was from a sample collected

for determining if 'Residential Land Use is Permitted', If the at 5 feet bgs (at location H2-5). However, no other
detection is confirmed to be less than or equal to 3 meters contaminants were reported in that sample or in two
bgs, then this contamination may require an institutional adjacent soil gas samples (with the exception of
control and/or be addressed for remediation under appropriate carbon tetrachioride discussed in the next subsection)
Federal or State requirements, collected at 7 feet bgs during the RI (PLS14PROO1

and PLS14PROO3).
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has
requested that the Board ensure that the cleanup levels for Coordination is ongoing between RWQCB and DTSC
TPH and other petroleum constituents at UST sites are to ensure that cleanup levels are protective of human
protective of human health as well as water quality. We have health.
submitted a proposal for DTSC's review and comment to

address this issue. We will continue to coordinate with DTSC
and the AFRPA to resolve this issue in a mely manner.
Guidance on this matter as it pertains to the ROD wit be

provided at the earliest opportunity. In the meantime, the ROD

should be revised to acknowledge this issue.

2.4.2.5 49 Contamination Exposure See General Comment 2. This section should be revised to The following sentence has been added as suggested:

and Migration clearly state that no threats to surface water or groundwater There are no threats to surface water or groundwater
remain at the site. remaining at this site.

Basis for Action See General Comment 2. This section should be revised to As suggested the following sentence has been added
clearly state if TPH is commingled with CERCLA to the section (now 2.4.3.7):
contaminants, and therefore, will be cleaned up under At this site TPH contamination is commingled with
CERCLA. CERCLA contaminants, and therefore, will be cleaned

up under CERCLA."

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

No. Comment Type Section

2.4.1.4 24

Comment Response
2.

3.

4.

5.

Specific

Specific

Specific

Specific 2.4.4.7 81
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: RWQCB — James D. Taylor

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

6. Specific 2.4.5.5 84 Contamination Exposure See General Comment 2. This section should be revised to As suggested, the section (now 2.4.4.5) has been
and Migration cleay state that no threats to groundwater remain at the site, revised to reflect the additional site characterization

The threat to surface water is addressed. that took place at this site with the following text:
Potential future exposure of residents or workers to
near surface contaminated soil has been significantly
reduced at this site through limited soil removal as part
of additional site characterization sampling during
December2003. As a result, at this site no threats to
human heafth, groundwater, or surface water remain."

7. Specific 2.4.7.5 109 Contamination Exposure See General Comment 2. This section should be revised to As suggested the following sentence has been added
and Migration clearly state that no threats to surface water or groundwater as the last sentence to the section (now 2.4.6.5):

remain at the site. "In addition, the low levels of non-VOC contaminants at
the site do not present a threat to surface water or

groundwater quality."
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies
Comment

Last year, after extensive negotiations meant to resolve the

difficulty of reviewing McAFB investigation reports (e.g., RICS)
that predominantly only contain limited characterization
information, McAFB agreed to provide detailed references in
reports containing limited characterization information. The P

#1 ROD doesn't comply with this agreement For example, the
default identification of the RICS as the source of investigation
information for the individual sites in Section 2.1.2 is
misleading since the RICS often just summarize the results of

various investigation phases. Because the RICS often only

present a summary of results, the reviewer has to go on a

'document chase' trying to identify where the actual source
information is located. We note that Sections 4.0.4 through

4.0.7 provide a listing of all source documents for each site. At

a minimum, the text in Section 2.1.2 should direct the reader
to these sections for a detailed list of documents for each site.

In a comment on the draft final FS, we requested that McAFB
address the USTs reported at IRP sites PRL S-014 and SA

35. DTSC has not been provided information on these tanks

since they were investigated under the McAFB fuels program.
McAFBs response was these USTs would be handled under

the VOC ROD. This approach is confusing since Section 1.1

cleariy states that petroleum hydrocarbons would be handled
in the IP #1 ROD. To add to the confusion, the text in Section

2.4.1.1 states that one of thetanks at PRL S-014 may have
contained waste solvents which indicates the potential
presence of non-VOC5 which we believe is the basis of this
ROD. Compounding the confusion is the presentation of some

PRL S-014 UST characterization information in the last
paragraph on Page 24. Since DTSC has not been provided

any information on these USTs (with the exception of the
information on Page 24), we are unable to assess whether the

USTs were adequately characterized to evaluate risk.

Additionally, the categorization of these USTs needs to be

clear and logical.

Response

As suggested, and agreed to previously, more detailed
referencing has been added to the draft final
document References have been placed at the
beginning of the site characterization sections that
include section and page numbers of the referenced
documents to more clearly direct the reader to the
appropriate source information.

The text providing information about the USTs at site

PRL S-014 has been revised to clearly and logically
present known data available for the site. Based on the
data available, the PRL S-014 UST site has been
adequately characterized. Please see EPA Specific
Comment #7.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
3. General Because of the numerous documents under review and the The Air Force appreciates the DISC efforts to maintain

many other regulator activities required for the MCAFB project review schedules and we will do all we can to ensure
due to the aggressive program schedule; DISC has had clarity and accuracy are maintained in the document.
difficulty meeting document review schedule dates. McAFB
has indicated in recent meetings and letters that they no

longer will accommodate our limitations at meeting program
schedules and for some documents will proceed to the next
draft without our input DISC has taken several steps to
alleviate the backlog of documents under review; however due

to the aggressive schedule, limitations will continue in the

foreseeable future. One of the mitigation steps implemented in
the IP #1 ROD review is we did not verily site background and

characterization specifics (i.e., Sections 2.1 and 2.4), under

the assumption that the information provided is accurate and
presents the information clearly so that readers can

understand the issues. We take this step with some caution;
as a significant number of recent McAFB documents have had

inaccuracies or presented the information in an unclear
manner; which required our review to point out these
problems. We expect that the burden is on McAFB to take the

necessary steps to limit these problems.

4. General In the IP #1 Feasibility Study we indicated that we believed a The Air Force appreciates DISC's willingness to
Land Use Control Implementation Plan (LUCIP) would be accept that McClellan's current IC program will be
required as part of any ROD that incorporated institutional sufficient to properly manage ICs for these sites until
controls (ICs) in the remedy. Assuming that the preferred the VOC ROD is in place.
alternatives are implemented for the sites in this ROD, there
will be no ICs related towards non-VOC5. However, in tandem With respect to the State's expectation that a LUCIP
with this ROD, McAFB is developing a FOSET that will detailing the management of the ICs related to VOC
transfer two of the IP #1 ROD IRP sites (SA 91 and PRL S- contamination will be a primary document associated
033). Because of the VOC groundwater and possible VOC soil with the VOC ROD, the Air Force position is that
gas contamination, ICs for these sites will be necessary. the Air Force will implement its non-primary, non-
Accordingly, a LUCIP will be required for these sites. We enforceable LUG/IC Management Plan for the

considered requesting a LUCIP with the FOSET, but Management of Cs within the appropriate ROD
recognize that the LUCIP should be associated with a ROD. process. The RODs will contain performance
With the VOC ROD not expected to be finalized until at least measures for ICs. The Air Force position at this time is
May 1995, there will be a period of time between property that this LUG/IC Plan is a non-enforceable document
transfer (via FOSET) and the ROD where there will be no

LUCIP to properly manage and coordinate the ICs. Although

we recognize this potential deficiency, we believe that
McAFBs current IC program will be sufficient to properly
manage ICs for these sites until the VOC ROD is in place. We
expect that a LUCIP detailing the management of the ICs
related to VOC contamination will be a primary document
associated with the VOC ROD.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

5. General This document, like many recent related documents makes The ROD text discussions (2.4.1,4) on Method
the general statement that all the Method 6010 metals SW6O1O data has been revised as follows. The first

analysis are unreliable for arsenic, cadmium, and other metal. sentence of the second paragraph in the Metals

This outright dismissal of all Method 6010 analysis is untrue subsections was replaced with the following text:
and needs to be purged and replaced with a correct statement Arsenic and cadmium were typically analyzed by
indicating that some of the early Method 6010 metals analysis Method SW6O1O in phase I of the RI (prior to 1995),

appear to biased high due to interference. Specifically, the then later by Methods SW7060 and SW7131,

early RI investigation data (give specific time-frame) may be respectively. The change was made to SW7060 and
biased. Furthermore, the data shown not to be biased should SW7131 during phase II of the RI because inter-

be used in site characterization. McAFB needs to further element interferences were found to sometimes bias

demonstrate that no metals data gaps are present at those high SW 6010 results for certain elements, such as

sites where the metals analyses have been discarded. arsenic and cadmium. The SW7000-senes analyses
are element specific and therefore not prone to
interference effects?

Specific site characterization text has been revised

where appropriate to indicate where the 6010 data was

not biased high and was therefore used in site

characterization. Where biased high data does appear
to exist (PRL S-014 and PRL S-033), and is suspected
to be unreliable, the text discusses whether metals
data gaps are present at those sites (as a resuft of
6010 data being discarded) and how any data gaps will

be resolved by future actions.

See the response to Specific Comment 4.

6. General When reporting/summarizing risks the ROD needs to clearly The ROD text is revised when reporting and

identify the risk components (e.g., pathways, types of summarizing site risks to clearly identify the applicable
compounds). Currentiy, it is not easy to discern whether risk components (e.g., pathways and types of
groundwater exposure is factored into the summaries, compounds) and specifically whether groundwater

exposure has been factored into the summaries.

7. General As a compromise between DTSC and McAFB, the P #1 ROD As suggested, future FS documents will contain the
contains detailed risk assessment information for selected comprehensive risk assessment as applicable for each

sites. This greatiy enhances the size of the ROD and makes site. For purposes of streamlining this ROD, and future

the document more burdensome for public review. Consistent RODs, the bulk of the risk assessment information has

with our earlier position, we believe that the detailed, been placed in a new appendix at the back of the ROD

comprehensive risk assessment for each site should be document
provided in the RICS or the FS and anticipate that MOAFB will

implement this approach for future RODs.

8. General In our review, we encountered numerous grammatical and As suggested, a thorough QNQC review of the draft

technical errors. Please incorporate a thorough QA/QC review final document will be performed before issuance to

of the next draft so that the errors are corrected. ensure any grammatical and technical errors are

corrected.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

9. General We noted that California Heaith and Safety Code Section As the comment suggests, the cited provisions are not
25202.5, California CMI Code Section 1471 and California relevant to these sites because they are being cleaned
Code of Regulations Section 67391.1 (i.e., the State LUC) up to unrestricted use levels and need not be

was deleted from the list of ARAR5 that was presented in the referenced in this document In other documents, for
Final lP #1 FS. We assume this removal was due to McAFB other sites, they may be appropriate.
selecting Aiternative 3A for those sites requiring remediation.
Although we recognize that the sites will be cleaned up to

unrestricted use for Non-VOCs, and therefore acknowledge
Sate LUC5 may not be necessary with this ROD; we will

require State LUC5 for the early transfer of this property via

FOSET and with the VOC ROD due to the presence of VOC
contamination. Please be aware that we are still researching
the applicability of including the State LUG in this ROD and

may provide a later supplemental comment on this issue.

Specific 2.3.1 16 1st The text states that sites with radiological contamination are At this point in time all known and/or suspected
excluded from the Initial Parcel (IP). This implies there is no radiological sites have been identified and carved out
suspected radiological contamination at any location with the of the Initial Parcel RODs. If at some point in the future

IP. Please verify this. a new radiological concern is identified at an Initial
Parcel site, that site will be carved out and addressed
in a subsequent ROD.

2. Specific 2.3.1 16 Bullet List: We suggest text be added to reflect McAFBs An additional bullet has been added as follows:

dynamic environmental program which periodically undergoes II Due to McClellan's dynamic environmental program,

changes to reflect new information and increase program periodic cleanup program strategy revisions (like the
efficiency. Recent examples include the breakups of the Initial breakups of the Initial Parcel and VOC RODs) are
Parcel and VOC RODs into smaller focused ROD5. made to reflect new information and increase program

efficiency.

3. Specific 2.4.1.4 23 Fig. 2-6 Our copy of this figure is of poor quality. Please make sure All figures have bean reviewed. Where necessary to
this and successive figures are dear. improve clarity, the figures have been revised or

printed on larger paper.

4. Specific 2.4.1.7 37 Uncertainties. Based on the information presented in the IP #1 Anew bullet has been added to speak to the
ROD, arsenic was detected at concentrations that appear uncertainty associated with arsenic results from EPA
greater than background at selected locations. These method 6010
detections were in samples analyzed by EPA Method 6010 Arsenic was detected at concentrations that appear
which are considered suspect. We do not have confirmation greater than background at selected locations. These
samples using EPA Method 7060 at the same location(s), or detections were in samples analyzed by EPA Method
in the immediate vicinity of the samples with elevated arsenic 6010, which are considered suspect. Other samples
detection. This should be considered an uncertainty in the were analyzed using EPA Method 7060, but not from
data review, the same location(s), or in the immediate vicinity (i.e.,

within 40 feet) of the samples with elevated arsenic
concentrations, so an uncertainty regarding arsenic as
a contaminant is introduced. Since SW6O1O data were
not used for the risk assessment, the risk may be
underestimated.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

5. Specific 2.4.2.4 48 Top Explain to the reader what combined background The following text has been added in Section 2.4.1.4

concentrations are. following the first reference to combined background:

Combined" background concentrations are

background values for naturally occurring elements
(e.g., metals and minerals) which have been
established specifically for McClellan. These
background values were established for separate
lithologies (i.e. sands vs. silts and clays). Since soils at
McClellan tend to be a mixture of these lithologies, the
combined" background concentration represents a

statistical combination of all the background values in
the data set for each element

6. Specific 2,4.2.7 53 Uncertainties: for PRL S-033. An additional uncertainty would Additional text has been added to the uncertainty

be the lack of sampling below the building foundation, discussion in Appendix A:

Although a site inspection noted no apparent spills in the "Although a site inspection noted no apparent spills in

building, the possibility exists that leaks from drums may have the building, the possibility exists that leaks from drums
occurred and the contents may have migrated through may have occurred and the contents may have

foundation cracks to the subsurface. migrated through foundation cracks to the subsurface.

This results in an uncertainty because sampling was
not conducted beneath foundation cracks. Sampling
was conducted however, beneath the exposed building
foundation dunng the removal action, and results were

non-detect for PAH5."

7. Specific 2.4.2.7 54 Table 2-10 and 2-11 Make it clear that these risk values are post-removal action. A fcotnote has been added to indicate the sk values
presented in these two tables (Table A2-4 and A2-5)

are post-removal action.

8. Specific 2.4.3.4 59 VOC5: Indicate the likely source of the halogenated VOC5 and The following text has been added to the end of the
provide evidence that there is no commingling of petroleum first paragraph of the VOC subsection in Appendix B:

derived contamination and other contamination at the site. No other contaminants (e.g., VOCs or fuels) were
detected in the samples with detections of Freon.
There is no known source of the Freon contamination.

The following sentence has been added as the second
to last sentence of the second paragraph of the VOC
subsection: The TCE contamination in groundwater is

likely from source upgradient of PRL S-040,

9. Specific 2.4.3.7 64 Toxicity Assessment The text should discuss that although Additional text has been added as suggested in

significant concentrations of fuel products are present, a risk Appendix B:
assessment wasn't completed, as there are no definitive Athough significant concentrations of fuel products are

means of assessing toxicity from exposure to fuel. present, the risk assessment does not include the TPN
data, as there are no definitive means of assessing
toxicity from exposure to fuel.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

10. Specific 2.4.4.4 80 2nd If it hasn't already been done previously in the ROD, please In section 2.4.3.3, "target volume" first appears and is

cleariy define 'target volume', defined with the following added text:
"Target volume refers to the engineering estimate of
the amount of soil within the contaminant plume."

11. Specific 2.4.4.7 81 2nd 1st Basis for Action: Since overall site contamination is factored As suggested, "VOC" has been added between the

into our cleanup decision(s), we request that you insert ,VOCs words "metals" and "and" in Section 2.4.3.7.
between metals and and.

12, Specific 2.4.7.3 106 2nd Please verify the accuracy of this list Consistent with our As suggested the list of analytes was verified and the

General Comment 3, above, we did not review the accuracy of list accurately reflects the sampling that took place in

sfte background and characterization specifics. 1988.

13, Specific 2.4.7.4 108 Fig 2-14 Edit the figure so it is clear where SA 091 is located. The figure has been revised to distinguish the
boundary of SA 091.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

14. Specific 2.4.7.4 115 Bullet List Please make the format for summarizing risk for all Revised and Inserted the following text in the Risk

the (preceding) sites in the ROD consistent with the format Characterization Section after the paragraph
presented for this se (SA 091). This format is much easier to describing Table A1-4:

view than that used for the other reported sites.
The potential cancer risks for PRL 5-014 (South) are
as follows:

Future adult resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval) and
groundwater: 8 x 10-5
o Future adult resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval)
and groundwater 1 x 10-4
o Outdoor occupational worker 3 x 10-6
O Indoor occupational worker: 1 x 10-8

O Future construction worker 2 x 10-6

The main contributor to the cumulative risks for the
residential scenanos is the ingestion of arsenic in
homegrown produce. Potential risks associated with
VOC5 and PCB5 in soil were all below 1 x 10-6.

Potential risks associated with VOCs in groundwater
were 2 x 10-6.

The potential cancer risks in soil for PRL S-014 (North)

are as follows:

Future adult resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval): 5 x
10-5

Future adult resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval): 2
xlO-5
0 Outdoor occupational worker: 5 x 10-6

Future construction worker: 4 x 10-7

The sole known contaminant in the North is Aroclor

1260, and the main pathway contributing to the risk
estimates for the residential scenarios in the North is

the homegrown produce pathway. These risk
estimates are within or below USEPA's risk

management range.

Table Al -5 presents the noncancer HIs for the two
exposure areas and the various exposure scenarios
and exposure routes at PRL S-014. The potential
noncancer risks for PRL S-014 (South) are as follows:

Future adult resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval): <1

OFuture adult resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval): <1

O Future adult resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval

excluding the produce pathway): <1
OFuture adult resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval

excluding the produce pathway): <1
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)
Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

Future adult resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval) and

groundwater: <1
OFuture adult resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval) and

groundwater: <1

O Future child resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval): 1.4

Future child resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval): 1.8

O Future child resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval

excluding the produce pathway): <1
OFuture child resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval

excluding the produce pathway): <1

O Future child resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval) and

groundwater: 1
OFuture child resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval) and

groundwater: 2

o Indoor occupational worker <1
o Outdoor occupational worker: <1

o Future construction worker: <1

The potenal for adverse noncancer health affects for
the adufl resident and worker scenarios is unlikely.

However, the main contributor to the hazard index for
the child residential scenario is the hazard quotient for

arsenic for the homegrown produce pathway.

The potential noncancer risks for PRL S-014 (North)
are as follows:

ii Future adult resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval): 2
uFuture adult resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval): <1

o Future adult resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval

excluding the produce pathway): <1
OFuture adult resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval

excluding the produce pathway): <1

o Future child resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval): 8

OFuture child resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval): 3

to Future child resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval

excluding the produce pathway): 3
OFuture child resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval

excluding the produce pathway): 1

o Outdoor occupational worker: <1
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

Future construction worker: <1

There is a potential for adverse noncancer health
effects from exposure to soil for the adult resident (0-2

feet bgs depth interval) and the child resident
scenarios. The main pathway contributing to the His for

these residential scenarios is the homegrown produce

pathway.

For PRL S-033, inserted the following text at the end of
the Risk Characterizaon Section (delete the last

paragraph of this section):

Tables A2-4 and A2-5 present the potential cancer risk
estimates and the noncancer HIs, respectively, for the
residential exposure scenarios at PRL S-033. The

potential cancer risk for soil is as follows:

Future adult resident (0-5 feet bgs depth interval): 6 x
10-7

The potential noncancer risks for soil are as follows:

ii Future adult resident (0-5 feet bgs depth interval): <1
U Future child resident (0-5 feet bgs depth interval): <1

The risk esmates for the residential scenarios are
below U.S. EPA's risk management range. These risk
esmates are based on a reasonable maximum
exposure and were developed taking into account

various conservative assumptions about the frequency
and duration of the receptor exposure to soil and the
toxicity of the COOs. These risk and hazard estimates
were for PAH5 only. Metals and VOCs were excluded

from the assessment, as they were not within the

exposure area.

Revised and inserted text as follows for site PRL S-040

in Appendix B:
The potential cumulative cancer risks (soil and
groundwater risks) for PRL S-040 are as follows:

o future adult resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval of soil
plus groundwater): 5 x 10-6

o future adult resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval of
soil plus groundwater): 5 x 10-6
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)
Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

II Future adult resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval): 3 x
10-7

o Future adult resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval): 3
x 10-7

O Outdoor occupational worker: 2 x 10-8

Indoor occupational worker: 3 x 10-9
Ii Future construction worker: 4 x 10-9

Added the following text to the last sentence in the

second paragraph:

However, benzo(a)anthracene was the primary
contributor to soil ask.

Revised and inserted the following text

The potential noncancer risks for PRL S-040 are as

follows:

II Future adult resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval) and

groundwater: 2
o Future adult resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval)
and groundwater: 2

O Future child resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval) and

groundwater: 2
o Future child resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval)
and groundwater: 1

o Indoor Occupation worker: <1
Outdoor Occupational worker: <1
Future Construction worker: <1

The main COC5 that contribute to the HIs greater than
one are naphthalene and I ,24-trimethylbenzene, and
presumed household uses of groundwater are the

pmary conthbuting pathways.

Revised and inserted the following text in Appendix A:

The potential cancer risks for SA 035 are as follows:

II Future adult resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval) and
groundwater: 2 x 10-3

TaskOrder29 Page lOof 12 January2004

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —



Me 11AR 4 8Pa 45 3 7

Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

ii Future adult resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval)

and groundwater: 5 x 10-4

Outdoor Occupational Worker: 5 x 10-6
Indoor Occupational Worker: 2 x 10-7
Future Construction Worker: 1 x 10-6

The risk estimates for the residential scenarios exceed

USEPA's risk management range. The primary
contributor to the potential cancer risks is the

homegrown produce pathway for bis(2-
chloroethyl)ether, The risk estimates for the worker
scenarios, however, are within or below USEPA's risk

management range.

Tables A3-5 presents the noncancer His for the
various exposure scenarios and exposure routes at SA
035. The potential noncancer risks are as follows:

Future adult resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval) and

groundwater: 2
UFuture adult resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval) and

groundwater: 1

Future child resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval) and

groundwater: 4
OFuture child resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval) and

groundwater: 4

O Outdoor occupational worker:<1

O Indoor occupational worker <1
O Future construction worker: <1

The main contributors to the HIs for the residential
scenarios are VOCs in groundwater and arsenic in soil

(homegrown produce pathway). For the worker
scenarios, the HIs are less than one indicating that the
potential for adverse noncancer health effects for those

receptors are unlikely.

15. Specific 2.4.7.7 115 Uncertainties: Please justify why the groundwater risk has not Groundwater risks have been quantified and added to
been quantified. Based on our understanding of our Appendix A, Section 4.
agreement with McAFB; all risks are to be identified and the

risk managers will assess which components are relevant to

the overall risk values.

Task Order 29 Page 11 of 12 January 2004



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 346 of 375

Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: DTSC — Kevin Depies

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

16. Specific 2.7.2.1 129 6th Last Please explain the basis for the statement that roles and Air Force policies have recently changed and the Air

responsibilities of the entities is least clearly defined for Part Force is now prepared to sign the SLUC. In light of

2C (SLUG). DTSC and the Air Force have been negotiating this, the sentence has been deleted.

SLUCs at this and other Air Force bases for more than a few

years now and DISC has distributed a working copy SLUC for
this ROD for review by McAFB. The roles and responsibilities
in the working copy SLUG are no less defined than other

McAFB documents discussing the implementation of Cs at
the base.

17. Specific 2.7.2.1 130 Please fix the font for the text following the table The font has been corrected,

18. Specific 2.7.2.1 130 State Acceptance: Modify the text to reflect that we believe As requested, the text has been revised to reflect that,

Alternative 3A is a better alternative than 2 because it costs "the State believes Alternative 3A is better than

substantially less and remediates the contamination. Alternative 2 because it costs substantially less and
remediates the contamination."

19. Specific 2.7.2.2 134 1st Last Specific comment 16 applies also to this sentence and to As noted in comment 16, the sentence has been

page 138, 3rd Pgph., last sentence. deleted in both locations. (Section 2.7.2 has been

significantly rewritten to reduce redundant text.)

20. Specific 2.7.2.2 134 State Acceptance: Similar to Specific comment 18; change the As requested, the text has been revised to reflect that,

text to reflect our position that the State's preference is "the State believes Alternative 3A is better than

Alternative 3A over Alternative 2, not that we do not support Alternative 2 because it costs substantially less and

Alternative 2. rernediates the contamination."

21. Specific 2.9.1 139 Last Bullet: A greater level of detail for the summary for site The bullet has been revised to incorporate results of

SA 035 is required. The text should note that GOCs are the additional site characterization performed at SA

present in the site resulting in a health nsk greater than lxlO-6. 035 indicating non-detect for Bis2CEE and background
values for arsenic.

22. Specific 2.10.4 156 4th 2nd Costs: 2nd Sentence. This statement is contradicted by earlier For Alternative 5, soil is treated onsite and the total
statements that place the cost for Alternative 5 on the order of cost is $820,000. Also discussed is a variation of

$220,000 which is less than twice the cost estimate for Afternative 5 for which soil could potentially be treated

Alternative 3A. off site for significantly less cost (i.e., $220,000). The
text referenced in the comment is referring to
Alternative 5 with onsite treatment. The word "onsite"
was inserted between "use" and treatment" in the
second sentence of the referenced cost section
(2.10.9). In addition, the text in the second paragraph

of the cost subsection in Section 2.7.2 has been
modified to clarify the total costs being discussed.

23. Specific 4.0 161,162 Sections 4.0.4 through 4.0.7. These sections are incorrectly As identified, the reference sections 4.0.4 through

located in Section 3. 4.0.7 have now been properly located with the
document.
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Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

General 2.3.4 19 2nd Figure 2-4 The Figure indicated that total site risk will be calculated after The following text is provided as an update. This
remediation of non-VOC and/or VOC contamination at each incorporates comments from both DTSC and EPA

site. However, the text on p. 19 stated: (Other - Specific Comment #6):

"As shown in Figure 2-4, after all remedial actions have been "As shown in Figure 2-4, after all remedial actions have

taken, the BRAC Cleanup Team will evaluate the acceptability been taken, and total site chemical risk has been
of the residual risk at the site. In most cases, the residual risk determined, the BRAC Cleanup Team will evaluate the

will be acceptable. The residual risk will be qualitatively residual risk at the site. In most cases, the residual risk

[emphasis addedi evaluated and may be unacceptable only will be within the target risk range of (10-6 to 10-4) for

where many individual chemicals are present so that the Superfund sites as set forth in the NCP, Section
residual risk significantly exceeds the goal of 1 x 10-6. Upon 300.430. The residual risk will be quantitatively
land transfer by FOSET, the residual risk for contaminants in evaluated and may not be permissible where many
soil for the land parcel will be qualitatively evaluated" individual chemicals are present so that the residual

risk significantly exceeds lxlO-6."
Revise the text to be consistent with the Air Fone and DTSC
agreement that site risk will be adequately characterized,

including a quantitative estimate of mufti-chemical, multi-
pathway risk when more than one medium is contaminated or
more than several contaminants remain at the site after

remediation. Upon land transfer by FOSET, the residual risk
associated with all media, not just soil, should be evaluated.

We concur with the inclusion of a qualitative evaluation of

contamination at properties adjacent to each site prior to

transfer.

2. General 2.3.3 18 1st Regarding the remediation non-VOC contamination at two The text has been revised as requested. Please see

sites, the IP ROD stated, If VOC contaminants are not the responses to US EPA Specific Comments 4, 4A,
present, the resu will be preperty available for unrestricted and 5.

use, thereby minimizing the reliance on institutional controls in
perpetuity. Because VOC5 have been detected at these sites,

amend the text to explain how VOCs will be addressed.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)
Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
3. General 2.4.1.7 32, 65-68, Toxicity Criteria, Tables Discussion The uncertainty sections for each site were revised to

89,90 2-3, 2-4, 2-15, 2-16, 2- include discussion indicating that VOC risk estimates
20, and 2-21 Some toxicity criteria have been revised or new values have might increase or decrease by more than an order of

been proposed by USEPA and Cal/EPA since the IP ROD magnitude when the VOC risk assessments are
and supporting risk assessments were conducted, or the more updated with the most current toxicity criteria.
health protective criteria among the sources had not been
selected. For some chemicals, route extrapolation was used Because the inhalation route is a minor contributor to

when an interim, route-specific value should have been used. the overall hazard estimate for arsenic, the inhalation
The criteria affected were cancer slope factors for 1,1- hazards were not re-calculated. Text was added to the

dichloroethene (criteria withdrawn), tetrachloroethene (PCE), Toxicity Assessment and Uncertainties subsections for
and trichioroethene (TCE), and non-cancer toxicity criteria for PRL S-014 and SA 035 to address potential impacts of
arsenic (for inhalation use Cal/EPA chronic Reference using the Cal EPA REL.

Exposure Level, REL), acetone, benzene, chloroform, 1,1-
dichioroethene, sec-butylbenzene, 1 ,1,1-tiichloroethane, ICE,
PCE, and xylenes.

Recommendations

The hazard associated with inhalation exposure to arsenic

should be recalculated using the CaVEPA REL. However,

inhalation is a minor exposure pathway relative to ingestion

and demial exposures to arsenic and the hazard estimates in
the P ROD #1 will not be significantly affected. Therefore, we

recommend the revision for sites for which risk assessments

are being resubmitted in feasibility study reports and ROD
documents. Also, because the scope of the IP ROD #1 is
limited to nonVOCs in soil, we do not recommend changes in

the calculations for VOCs presented in the lP ROD #1,
However, we recommend the uncertainty section for each site

include a statement that VOC risk estimates might increase or
decrease by more than an order of magnitude when the VOC
risk assessments are updated in the VOC FS. USEPA and

DISC risk assessors should be consulted upon revision of the
VOC risk assessments presented in future documents

4. Specific (applies to all the site- Summary of Chemicals of Potential Concern and Exposure Comment has been addressed as requested. Tables

specific summaries) Point Concentrations. Revise and amend the tables for have been revised to include the 95% UCL and the

consistency and to clearly present the exposure concentration exposure point concentration in the same table.
used in the risk calculations. We recommend that the 95%

UCL of the average concentration (for normal or lognormal
distribution as appropriate) be presented, if calculated, even if
the maximum concentration was the statistic used as the

exposure calculation. Some tables had a column for the 95%
UCL, but not for the exposure concentration while others had

a column for the exposure concentration but no column for the
95% UCL.
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Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

5. Specific (applies to all the site- Risk Characterization Summary Tables. For the risk and Comment has been addressed as requested.

specific summaries) hazard summary for each site, we recommend that the tables
be amended with a column showing the exposure
concentration for each COPC at each depth interval for all the

scenarios.

6. Specific 2.4.1.7 34 1st 2nd Hazard Quotient The text regarding hazard quotients should As suggested, the definition of Hazard Quotient has

be corrected for all sites in which risks were reported. The been revised in Appendix A, section 1.4, to read:

hazard quotient is the ratio of the receptor average daily

exposure to the route-specific reference dose. For example, "The ratio of the receptor average daily exposure to the

on Section 2.4.1.7, page 34, first paragraph, the second route-specific reference dose is called a hazard

sentence should be revised as follows: The ratio of the quotient (HQ)."
estimated exposure to the RfD toxicity is called a hazard

quotient. Similar text on pages 51, 69,93, 114 also should be

revised.

7. Specific 2.4.1.2 20 Include VOCs as contaminants detected in shallow soil at the As suggested, VOCs have been added as a

site and descnbe suspected sources of VOCs. contaminant to the first sentence in the section, and
the sentence describing likely sources has been
changed as follows:

"The motor pooi operation is also a potential source of
contamination for the VOCs and metals."

8. Specific 2.4.1.4 22 Revise the second sentence of the first paragraph to clarify The second sentence has been revised as follows:

that arsenic at the site may pose a risk. The maximum

measured concentration, 10 mg/kg, was slighfly higher than "Metals and PCBs were determined to be present at

defined background, 5.8 mg/kg for surface soil and 6.5 mg/kg the site, and both arsenic and PCBs may pose a risk to

for subsurface silts and clays, human heaith and the environment"

9. Specific 2.4.1.4 22 Metals It is HERD's understanding that the analytical results for Please see the response to DTSC General Comment 5

arsenic by Method SW6O1O were biased high only for a and Specific Comment 4. The text has been revised to

limited data set in the remedial investigation and should not be review the data and the adequacy of the site
applied to all results at all sites. We recommend that all results characterization.

for arsenic and cadmium for the site be reviewed to determine

whether the site has been adequately characterized—by area

and for appropriate soil depth intervals (surface soil, 2 ft bgs,
and 2 to lOft bgs)—if SW6O1O data were excluded. Also,
report whether the results of the two analytical methods being

compared were for co-located samples. Report the method(s)
used to analyze background samples. We defer evaluation of
the adequacy of the data for site characterization and

assessment of risk to the remedial project manager.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)
Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

10. Specific 2,4.1.4 23 Fig. 2-6 Show locations of the maximum measured concentrations of The following footnote and boring location PS14NAO1

arsenic and cadmium (both analytical methods). have been added to Figure 2-6:

The maximum concentrations of arsenic by method
SW6O1O are 8 mg/kg (0-2 ft bgs) and 10 mg/kg (0-10 ft

bgs) located in boring PS14HAO1, The maximum
concentrations of cadmium by method SW6OIO are 3.8

mg/kg (0-2 ft bgs) and 9.7 mg/kg (0-10 ft bgs) located
in PS14HAO1,

11. Specific 2.4.1.4 24 2nd PCBs Report the status of the transformer in area north of Building The following text has been added:
22 and whether the current transformer contains PCB5. Clarify "PCB-1260 was the only arochlor mixture detected in
whether the analysis and reported concentrations for PCB- the samples using test method SW8082."
1260 adequately reflected the total concentration of PCBs in "The transformer is still in service, but no longer

each sample. contains the PCB oils, which most likely caused this
contamination. Transformers containing PCB5 were
phased out of service at McClellan in the early 19905."

12. Specific 2.4.1,4 24 SVOCs and TPH Report the detection limits for PAH contaminants that might be The following text has been inserted as the third
expected at this vehicle maintenance facility. Report the sentence in the section titled "SVOCs and TPH": The
maximum detected concentrations and detection limits for SW8270 analysis included analysis of PAHs at

TPH-D, TPH-G, benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene, xylenes, reporting limits ranging from 0.019 mg/kg to 0.3 mg/kg.
and MTBE. The text is unclear as to whether these fuel No PARs were detected.
components were detected in soil samples. If detected, then

the data should be included in risk and hazard calculations for Please see the response to RWQCB Specific
comparison with nsks estimated from soil gas data. Also, Comment #3 for clarification of the other components

MTBE, if detected in soil samples, should be included as a of this comment

COPC (Tables 2-2a, 2-2b, 2-2d, and 2-4) and evaluated

(Table 2-6).

13. Specific 2.4.1.4 24,25 SVOCs, TPH,VOC Because either of the two USTs might have been a waste The subsections have been revised to describe
solvent storage tank, describe the location of soil and soil gas sampling performed adjacent to the former UST
samples relative to the tank locations and analyses that were locations. Upon review of the data, AFRPA believes

conducted. Also report whether the tank sites were adequately that the UST sites have been adequately characterized.

characterized for solvents.

14. Specific 2.4.1.5 25 Indude migration of VOCs to indoor air. The following sentence has been added:

"Potential exposures also include the migration of
VOCs to indoor air."

15. Specific 2.4.1.6 25 Describe the current use of the buildings and of the outdoor The following text has been added:
areas at PRL S-14.

"The entire site (buildings and outdoor areas) are
unoccupied at this time, awaiting a tenant through a
lease arrangement with McClellan Park."
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

16. Specific 2.4.1.7 26 2nd Revise the text to clarify that the lower of the 95% UCL of the Note: The risk assessment details, including the
mean concentration and the maximum measured associated tables, have been moved to Appendix A.
concentration was used for the exposure concentration for
COPC5 detected in more than one sample. The text has been revised to clarify the basis for the

exposure point concentration as follows:

in general, the lower value of the maximum
concentration or the 95th UCL concentration was used
as the exposure point concentration for COCs detected

in more than one sample.

17. Specific 2.4.1.7 27,28 Tables 2a, 2b a. We suggest the order of these tables be reversed to clarify The tables have been revised as requested. The table
the steps used to develop exposure concentrations. The was revised to include the corresponding estimated
VOCs were measured in soil gas (ppbv). Then, the soil soil concentration.

concentration was estimated from a soil equilibrium model and
the soil gas concentrations. Emission from soil and resulting

air concentration were estimated from models using soil
concentration. (Significant uncertainties are associated with

these methods and indoor air models currently recommended
by USEPA and DTSC utilize shallow soil gas data directly.)

b. Table 2-2a. Add a footnote for Soil Concentration to explain

that the soil concentrations were modeled from measured
shallow soil gas concentrations, Correct the typographical
error for the worker outdoor air concentration of cis-1 2-

dichloroethene.

c. Table 2-2b. Add a column to show corresponding estimated

soil concentration

18, Specific 2.4.1.7 29 Table2-2c Revise the table to show the exposure concentrations for each The table was revised as requested. The table has
chemical and report the maximum concentration as the been revised to include the exposure point
statistic used. concentration for each chemical and update the

statistic used.

19. Specific 2.4.1.7 26,31 In the last sentence of the section on Exposure Assessment, As suggested, the word known" has been inserted in
insert the word "known between only and potentiar in the sentence in Appendix A, section 1.2:
regarding the transformer as a source of contamination.

"PRL 5-0 14 North was not sampled for other analytes
because the only 'known' potential source or
contamination in that area is an electrical transformer'

20. Specific 2.4.1.7 34 4th 2nd Revise the sentence to duration of receptors exposure to As suggested, the sentence in Appendix A, section 1.4,

soil... has been revised to read:

the frequency and duration of receptors exposure
to soil and the toxicity of the COPCs.

21. Specific 2.4.1.7 34 Last Delete the last three sentences which repeat information in The text has been revised to eliminate the repetition of

the previous paragraph. this information.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

22. Specific 2.4.1.7 32 Table 2-4 Include non-cancer toxicity criteria for vanadium (oral The oral reference dose for vanadium was added to

reference dose) and methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE, oral and the table (now in Appendix A). MTBE was not detected
inhalation reference doses). in samples for PRL S-014 so toxicity criteria were not

added to the table for MTBE (see response to Specific

Comment #12).

23. Specific 2.4.1.7 37 2nd Report the risks associated with soil, as well as the combined Comment has been addressed as requested.

soil and ground water nsk. Additional information has been added for se PRL 5-
014 South as per Specific Comment #14 from Kevin

Depies/DTSC

24. Specific 2.4.1.7 37, 45 2nd,3rd, In addition to reporting soil risk and homegrown produce as Comment has been addressed as requested.
and 1st the main exposure pathway, report the risk associated with Additional information has been added for site PRL 5-

bullet soil pathways when ingestion of produce is excluded. 014 South and North as per Specific Comment #14

from Kevin Depies/DTSC.

25. Specific 2.4.1.7 37 1st bullet In the discussion of uncertainty of land use, include other The sentence has been revised in Appendix A, section

sensitive-use scenarios for which the residential exposure 1.5, as follows:

scenario is applied.
"Current re-use plans for this site are indefinite, but do
not include residential or other "sensitive" use

scenarios (day-cares, schools, hospitals, etc.)."

26. Specific 2.4.1.7 45 In the discussion of uncertainty, include the lack of samples The following sentence has been added:
from the former hazardous waste storage area. In addition to

the proposed sampling and analysis for PCB5 during remedial "An uncertainty exists with the soil beneath the former

design phase (p. 24), we recommend analyses for PAHs and hazardous waste storage area due to the lack of soils

metals. samples. This uncertainty may result in an
underestimate of risk."

Text specifying additional sampling for PAH and metals
will be added in Section 2.9.2 (second bullet) to the

PCB sampling planned in the remedial design phase.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

27. Specific 2.4.2.4 45 Discussion As suggested, the sentence was revised as follows:

Most of this two-acre sfte is covered by Building 786A, a However, based on the removal action report, these
former chemical and chemical waste storage facility. A PAHs were below the 1999 US EPA Region 9
removal action was previously conducted on the northwest residential Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) of
side of the building to remove PAH-contaminated soil. Low 0.062 mg/kg for both benzo(a)pyrene and dibenzo(a,h)
levels of residual PAHs were estimated to pose an acceptable anthracene (Weston and Kleinfelder, 2002).
risk, so no further action was proposed for the site. However,
further clarification is needed regarding calculation of

exposure concentrations. Quantitative risk assessments did
not include elevated metals, measured at locations outside the

area of excavation for PAH5, or low levels of VOCs measured

in a screening investigation of shallow soil gas. The ROD
qualitatively addressed chemical-specific risk associated with

the metals by comparison with risk-based criteria. We

recommend that the multi-chemical tisk also be addressed.
The VOCs should be evaluated in the appropriate VOC

Feasibility Study.

Recommendations
p. 46, PAH5. Revise the last sentence to identify the cited

PRGs as USEPA Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals

and cite the date of the PRGs

28. Specific 2.4.2.4 46-48 Include a description of the location and depth of VOC A subsection on VOCs (provided below) has been
contamination in the 0 to 15 ft bgs interval, added as the last subsection of Section 2.4.2.4,

VOCs
In 1991, a soil gas investigation was conducted with 9

soil gas samples collected at the site at approximately
3 toG ft bgs. Detections of halogenated VOCs were
reported at concentrations ranging from 1.5 to 32.5

ppbv.

29. Specific 2.4.2.4 47 Figure 2-7 We recommend showing the two locations of the highest Comment has been addressed by adding the following
measured concentrations of metals that exceeded background. footnote and two sample locations to Figure 2-7:

The two locations at the site of highest measured
concentrations of metals detected by method SW6O1O

that exceeded background were PS33H004 and
PS33H008.
U Arsenic: 17mg/kg (PS33H004) and 18 mg/kg

(PS33H008)
U Chromium: 69mg/kg (PS33H004) and 68 mg/kg

(PS33H008)
U Cobalt 31mg/kg (PS33H004) and 14 mg/kg

(PS33H008)
II Nickel: 91mg/kg (PS33H004) and 64 mg/kg

(PS33H008)
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Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

30. Specific 2.4.2.4 48 a Arsenic. Report the range of measured concentrations of 30a: Please see the response to US EPA Errata
arsenic at the sfte. Because arsenic data were determined to Comment 4.
be unreliable (SW6O1O analysis), the lack of arsenic

representa a potenfial data gap. However, we noted that the 30b: The last sentence of the sixth paragraph in
two locations wh the highest reported arsenic concentrations, Section 2,4.2,4 Metals has been rewritten as follows:
PS33H004 (17 mg/kg) and PS33H008 (18 mg/kg), also had The slightly elevated copper concentration was in a

elevated concentrations of other metals (chromium, cobalt, sample of soil used during the removal action. The

and nickel). Therefore, arsenic might indeed be elevated at maximum reported concentration (34 mg/kg) was less

these locabons. than the combined background concentration (36.5
mg/kg), and the soil was determined to be acceptable

b. Copper. Report the maximum measured concentration of for use as backfill (Weston and Kleinfelder, 2002).

copper in the soil used to backfill the excavafion. Report the

reference for the term slightly elevated (i.e., background, risk- 30c: Delete the 6th sentence of the 2nd paragraph of

based concentrafion, or hazardous waste criterion). Section 2.4.2.3 and rewrite the last sentence in the

TPH paragraph in Section 2.4.2.4 as follows: Although

c. TPH. Report whether the TPH contaminafion, including the the maximum concentration is above the screening

location of the 310 mg/kg TPH-D, was or was not removed as level for the protection of surface water and

part of the removal action for PAH5. Revise the text in this groundwater, the TPH was removed during the PAH

section and Section 2.4.2.3, second paragraph, accordingly removal action. Concentrations of TPH below 100

(e.g., IPH has likely been was removed, or TPH mg/kg remain in boring locations outside the excavated

contamination remains outside the excavated area). area.

Task Order 29 Page 8 of 28 January 2004

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —



Me1 1AR 48P a 55 3

Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section

31. Specific 2.4.2.4
2.4.2,7

Table 2-7
2.4.2.7

PAHs

Risk Characterization

Comment

a. Clearly describe the sample data used in the risk

assessment Report whether only confirmation samples within
the excavation footprint were used or if data for unexcavated
areas west of the building were included. Also, clarify whether
data from the imported soil used to fill the excavation were

included. The exposure area should be the west side of the

building and all the data for that area should be included.

However, if the only excavation confirmation samples were
used to estimate risks and those concentrations were higher

than all other areas, then no recalculation is necessary.
However, this should be explained in the text

b. Correct the inconsistencies between the text and table

regarding exposure concentrations. Report the maximum
residual concentrations of benzo(a)pyrene and
dibenz(a,h)anthracene on page 46, as well as the exposure

concentration. The table of confirmation samples from the

Closure Report (Table 5-2) reported maximum concentrations
lower than those reported in Table 2-7 of the ROD. See the

comment above regarding the data used in the assessment

and clarify what the concentrations reported in the ROD

represent

c. Only one set of summary statistics for PAH concentrations

was presented (as opposed to three for corresponding soil

depth intervals). Report the soil depth interval represented, or
clearly distinguish between data for the 0-2 ft bgs interval
and data for deeper samples. If the data were for confirmation

samples from the bottom of the excavation prior to backfilling

and represented various depths, then report the range in
depth below current grade for the samples used in the risk
assessment A soil depth interval of 0 to 3 feet bgs is a

deviation from the 0 to 2 ft bgs interval used for other

McClellan baseline risk assessment However, this is
acceptable, providing the data for deeper samples that had no

detectable PAH5 are excluded from the calculation of

exposure concentrations.

d. Report the statistical distribution of the PAH concentration

data. According to the Closure Report information presented
in the Environmental Site Folder, a normal distribution was
used to generate more conservative risk calculations.
However, it is not apparent that the distribution was evaluated.

Data sets with such high percentage of samples with
concentrations below detection limits would typically have a

lognormal distribution. Clearly report the distribution and
corresponding statistics in the table, Also, report that the entire

data set was used, substituting one-half the detection limit for
concentrations below the detection limit--about 80 to 85% of

Response

31a: Deleted the first paragraph in Appendix A, Section

2, and inserted the following text
The final human health risk assessment for PRL S-033
is based on 39 confirmation samples collected west of
the building within the excavation footprint and
analyzed for PANs. Data collected from unexcavated
areas at the site and from imported soil used to fill the
excavated area were not included in the risk
assessment This section of the ROD summarizes the
results of the final risk assessment for PRL S-033.

31b: Maximum concentrations noted in Table A2-1

were incorrect. Due to the initial confirmation sample
concentrations found, these locations were further

excavated, and subsequent confirmation samples were
collected. Table A2-1 and the corresponding text have

been revised to reflect the concentrations detected as

a result of the subsequent and final, confirmation

sampling effort.

Deleted and inserted the following data/text in the PAN

paragraph:
Deleted 0.017 and Inserted 0.020
Deleted 0.025 and Inserted 0.029
Also inserted maximum residual concentrations of
before benzo(a)pyrene" in the same sentence.

Inserted the following as the last sentence in the PAH

paragraph:
The exposure point concentrations used to assess the
human risk at the site were 0.0023 mg/kg for

benzo(a)pyrene and 0.0031mg/kg for

dibenzo(a,h)anthracene.

31c: The soil depth interval (0-5 ft bgs) was added to
Tables A2-1, A2-4, and A2-5. According to the
removal action report, confirmation samples were
collected between 0-5 ft bgs. The majority of the

samples were collected from the 0-2 ft bgs depth
interval. The text indicates that validated confirmation
sample results were used. However, information is not
available in the removal action report to confirm the
individual samples used in the risk calculation.

31d: Table A2-1 was revised to indicate that the

95UCL is based on a normal distribution. Clarification
was added to the text in Appendix A, Section 2 to state
that all samples were used in the calculation of the

Page Paragraph Sentence Other

46

49

50
53
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

the samples (i.e., rather than using only the measured exposure point concentrations and a proxy value of

concentrations). one-half the detection limit was used for nondetects.

(Second Comment 31)

(Second Comment 31) 31 a. The following sentence has been added to

a. Amend the text to clearly state that the risk and hazard Appendix A, section 2.4:

estimates were for PAH5 only. Metals and VOC5 were

excluded from the assessment. These risk and hazard estimates were for PAHs only.
Metals and VOCs were excluded from the assessment,

b. The combined hazard estimate for the four metals as they were not within the exposure area."

exceeding background might exceed one (1). We recommend
that the maximum concentrations of the four metals that 31 b. The maximum concentrations of the four metals

exceeded background (arsenic, chromium, cobalt, and nickel) that exceed background (arsenic, chromium, cobalt,
be compared with the IP FS risk-based soil screening levels, and nickel) were be compared to the IP FS risk-based

The sum of the ratios of site concentration to the screening screening levels. This comparison and the sum of

level would provide a conservative estimate for the site. these ratios is provided in the uncertainty section as a
conservative estimate for an Hazard Index for these

c. Revise the last sentence of the subsection: .,.frequency and metals. The sum of the ratios using the PCG5 with the

duration of the receptor exposure to soil.., homegrown produce is 3; the sum of the ratios using

the PCGs without the homegrown produce is 0.9.
Arsenic is the main contributor to the sum.

31c. As requested the sentence has been revised in

Appendix A, section 2.4, to read:

"These risk estimates are based on a reasonable

maximum exposure and were developed taking into
account various conservative assumptions about the
frequency and duration of the receptor exposure to soil
and the toxicity of the COCs."

32, Specific 2.4,2.7 52 Table 2-8,2-9 Identify the source PEF for cancer slope factors in Table 2-8 The definition for the acronym PEF (potency

and add references for non-cancer toxicity critena in Table 2-9. equivalency factor) was added as a footnote to Table
A2-2 with the source reference and date. A footnote

was added to Table A2-3 to indicate that the toxicity
cteria for pyrene were used as surrogates for the
PAHs and a reference was added for the pyrene

toxicity criteria.

33. Specific 2.4.2,7 54 Table 2-10,2-11 Revise the soil depth interval to reflect the actual interval Soil depth interval was added to Tables A2-4 & A2-5.

represented.
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No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

34. Specific 2.4.2.7 53 Uncertainties: Add bullets reporting that the risks associated Bullets were added to Appendix A, Section 2.5 to
with metals in shallow soil and with low levels of VOC5 in indicate that risks associated with metals in shallow soil
shallow soil gas have not been calculated (see Comment 31 b and low levels of VOCs in shallow soil gas were not
regarding calculating a hazard estimate for metals). calculated for PRL S-33. The bullet regarding metals

includes a comparison of maximum detected
concentrations of four metals (arsenic, chromium,
cobalt, and nickel) to IP FS risk-based soil screening
levels (see response to second Comment #31 b).

35. Specific 2.4.3.1 55 1st Discussion Immediately north of the site are former dormitories,
which are used occasionally by McClellan Park tenants

The eight-acre site was the location of a former aircraft to house employees attending training at McClellan
maintenance and engine test area. The operating base Park. The former base housing units are located north
commissary is located in the center of the southern ha of the and northwest of the site, with the dormitories providing

site. The northern two-acre section of this sfte has extensive a buffer area between the site and the current
fuel-related contamination in the upper ten feet. Low residents. The following text has been added in

concentrations of phthalates were detected in muftiple Appendix B describing the status of the dormitory
samples throughout the area. The PAHs detected at the site housing:
include naphthalene, 2-methylnaphthalene, fluorene,
phenanthrene, and benz(a)anthracene. Naphthalene is a "An area due north of the site (approximately 100 feet
primary contributor to non-cancer risk at the site but was away) provides dormitory housing for employees of
excluded from the indoor air pathway in the risk assessment McClellan Park tenants who require temporary housing
presented in the IP ROD, No further action for CERCLA was while attending training sessions on base."
proposed; a removal action was proposed under State

requirements for fuel contamination.

Atypical contaminants at the site include 2,6-dinitrotoluene

and N-nitrosodiphenylamine. No discussion was presented in

the IP ROD or supporting documents regarding the potential
source of these contaminants. The reported operation of an
engine test stand might have included testing of fuels other
than typical aircraft fuels (e.g., JATO—Jet Assisted Take-Off--a

rocket propellant that might be the source of 2,6-
dinitrotoluene). Elevated levels of potassium and sodium at

the site might also be related to engine testing and

maintenance. For the proposed removal action, we
recommend confirmation sampling include SVOC and PAH

analyses. Also, because aircraft maintenance and engine

testing were activities during which surface releases might
have occurred, confirmation sampling should include surface

soil at locations beyond the excavation.

Recommendations
Section 2.4.3.1, p.55, first paragraph. Describe the current
use of former Base housing 100 ft north of the site.
Specifically, state whether residents are present

TaskOrder29 Page 11 of 28 January2004



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 358 of 375

Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.
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36. Specific 2.4.3.2 55 Figure 2-9, and Table 2- Soil samples were analyzed for TPH-D and TPH-G and, BTEX analyses for soil samples were not conducted.
13 reportedly, for VOCs. However, no results for soil analysis The VOC concentrations in Table 91-lb are modeled

were reported for BTEX. For the high levels of TPH detected, concentrations based on the soil gas concentration of
concentrations of BTEX might be expected to be higher than the constituents listed. A footnote has been added to
those reported in Table 2-13. Clarify whether BTEX analyses Table B1-1 b indicating the source of the soil
were conducted. In a footnote to Table 2-13, report the source concentrations. The following statement was added:
of the soil concentrations for the VOCs listed. "Exposure point concentrations for these VOCs in soil

are modeled from measured shallow soil gas
concentrations."

37. Specific 2,4.3.4 58 SVOCs and Metals. Clarify that screening levels were To satisfy this comment as well as a related EPA
chemicaspeciflc; some of the listed chemicals contributed comment, the sentence describing the eight other

significantiy to soil risk (e.g., benz[a]anthracene). SVOCs now in Appendix 8, section 1.5.3.1, reads:

"Eight other SVOCs were detected at the maximum

concentration indicated below, but at concentrations
less than the chemical specific screening levels for the
protection of human health, surface water, and

groundwater."

38. Specific 2.4.3.7 60 Identification of Chemicals of Concern. Revise the first The word "Three" was changed to "four".

sentence; four metals, not three, were evaluated as site
contaminants exceeding background. Also, revise the text to The text has been revised to clarify the basis for the

reflect the use of the maximum concentration as the exposure exposure point concentration as follows:
concentration for some of the soil contaminants (the lower of
the 95% UCL of the mean concentration and the maximum "In general, the lower value of the maximum

concentration was used). concentration or the 95th UCL concentration was used
as the exposure point concentration for COCs detected

in more than one sample."

39. Specific 2.4.3.7 Table 2-12 and 2-14 Revise and amend the tables for consistency. In addition to Tables Bi-ic & Bi-id were revised to include the
the maximum measured concentration, report the 95% UCL of correct 95% UCL concentration and the exposure point
the mean, the distribution of the data for which the 95% UCL concentration (maximum or 95% IJCL). The statistical
was calculated, and the stahstic—maximum or 95% UCL— measure column was revised to reflect the appropriate
selected for the exposure concentraon. For ground water, information.
data for only two samples were available, so maximum
concentrations were used as exposure concentrations. Revise
the statistical measure column contents to reflect this. Also, in

Table 2-14, correct the typographical errors for chemical
names.
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Other Comment Response

b. Inhalation of VOCs in indoor air should have been included

in the risk assessment Clarify this in the text

b. Text was added to indicate inhalation of VOCs in
indoor air was evaluated for residents and inhalation of
VOCs in ambient air was evaluated for outdoor
workers and construction workers.

41. Specific 2.4.3.7 70 Risk Characterization Report the risks associated with soil contaminants only. The text has been revised as requested. Additional
Report benz(a)anthracene was the primary contributor to soil information has been added per the response to

risk. See the comment below regarding naphthalene, a major Specific Comment #14 from Kevin DepiesIDTSC for
contributor to non-cancer nsk at the site. site PRL S-040.

Volatile organic compounds detected in soil were excluded A sentence was added to the footnote on Table B1-la

from Table 2-12 for soil exposure concentrations and shown in that states: Modeled VOC concentrations in soil were

Table 2-13 for air exposure concentrations. We suggest a used to evaluate the ingestion, dermal contact, and

footnote be added clarifying whether direct exposure inhalation exposure pathways.
pathways for VOCs soil (ingestion and dermal, as well as
inhalation) were evaluated in the risk assessment

Table 2-13 a. Add cyclohexane as a volatile COPC (13,000 ppbv in soil 43a. Hazard quotients for cyclohexane were

gas from boring PS4OSBO25 at 9.7 ft bgs). calculated. Because the calculated values were low

and did not change the hazard indices, the hazard
b. Include naphthalene and 2-methylhaphthalene for quotients are provided in the uncertainty section rather
evaluation of potential indoor air risks, The maximum than in the tables.

measured concentration of naphthalene was 5.6 mg/kg and
the 95% UCL of the mean was 6.7 mg/kg, indicating a 43b. Potential indoor air risks associated with

potentially significant non-cancer risk. [For the Initial Parcel naphthalene and 2-methylnaphthalene were
FS, the risk-based soil concentration for naphthalene was 1.9 addressed in the uncertainties section. Estimated

mg/kg, for direct contact and indoor air pathways. For the hazard quotients are provided that include the indoor

indoor air pathway alone, HERD estimated risk-based soil air risks.

concentrations of 1.6 and 1.3 mg/kg, using McClellan-specific

soil properties and applying the USEPA screening and
advanced modes, respectively, of the Johnson and Ettinger

soil vapor intrusion indoor air model.]

2.4.3.7 67 Table 2-16 Include references for the source of each toxicity value and References and the toxicity criteria for n-

report the surrogate chemicals used. Include toxicity criteria propylbenzene were added to Table B 1-3.

for n-propylbenzene (see USEPA Region 9 PRG Table for

NCEA values).
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40. Specific 2.3.3.7 64 Exposure Assessment a. Describe the exposure area, limited to two acres of the

northern portion of the site.

a. As suggested, the following sentence describing

exposure area has been added to Appendix B, section
1.7.2:

The exposure area is limited to two acres of the
northern portion of the site?

2.4,3.7 61,62

2.4.3.7 62

42. Specific

43. Specific

44. Specific
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45, Specific 2.4.3.7 72 Table 2-18 Non-cancer risks. Calculate hazard quotients for zinc and Zinc has been added to the non-cancer risk

cyclohexane and other soil contaminants, including VOC5 in calculations. See the response to Specific Comment
the 0 to 2 and Oto 10 ft bgs intervals. If all the VOC5 were not 43 for cyclohexane.

detected in the 0 to 15 ft bgs interval, then they should be
excluded as chemicals of concern in soil or enter a notation in The calculations were reviewed and no errors were
each row (e.g., ground water contaminant only). Review the found in the total soil and total soil + groundwater
calculations and correct apparent discrepancies for total soil risks. Any minor discrepancies are the result of
and total soil + ground water risks for the two soil depth rounding.
intervals. IWe compared risk and hazard calculations with
those presented in the OUs E-H RICS risk assessment for the

residential scenario. Although exposure concentrations were
consistent, we noted minor differences among pathway-
specific hazard estimates. Some differences might have been

the result of rounding versus truncating numetical estimates—

the P ROD values were generally lower. However, these
likely will not have a significant impact on estimates of total

hazard.)

46. Specific 2.4.3.7 75 Basis for No Action. Revise the text to include the non-cancer Discussion of the risk associated with naphthalene and
risk associated with naphthalene and other VOCs in indoor air 2-methylnaphthalene has been added to the

(expected to exceed a hazard index of one). Also, revise the Uncertainties subsection.
second sentence regardin9 no further action for CERCLA

contamination. Some contaminants are not typical of TPH fuel The Basis for No Action subsection has been revised
(nitrosamines, 2,6-dinitrotoluene) and others are associated as follows:
with by-products of fuel combustion. The risk estimates for PRL 8-040 are within or below

EPA's risk management range except for the indoor air
pathway. Hazard Quotients associated with exposure
to two fuel-related contaminants, napthalene, and 2-

methyl napthalene, were 3 and 6, respectively, when
the indoor air pathway was included. Fuels-related
contamination at PRL S-040 will be addressed under

State requirements. Therefore, no further action is
warranted under CERCLA.
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Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

47, Specific 2.4.4.4 76 and 79 SA 3 Discussion The text was revised to clarify the TPH screening
levels as either for the protection of surface water or

Site SA 3 is approximately 0.5 acres in area and located groundwater. The text was also revised to clarify TPH
immediately south of Magpie Creek, A vehicle washrack, part constituents" as TPN-D and TPH-G. VOCs and PAHs

of the industrial waste line, and a hazardous waste storage were not analyzed as TPH constituents.
area were operated at the site. Lead and TPH were identified

as the primary contaminants. Hexavalent chromium was Deleted and inserted the following text in Section

measured in concentrations as high as 8 mg/kg. However, the 2.4.3.4, TPH, first paragraph, last sentence:
extent of metals contamination has not been defined. The IP Deleted the word any", and inserted the following at

ROD #1 also reported that PCBs, PAHs, and pesticides have the end of the last sentence for the protection of
not been adequately characterized. A risk assessment was surface water and groundwater."

previously conducted for Investigative Cluster 3, which

included the area of SA 3. However, HERD concurs with the Inserted the following text in Section 2.4.3.4, TPH,

IP ROD #1 finding that the risk assessment was incomplete second paragraph, last sentence:

because of inadequate characterization of SA 3. Further "for the protection of surface water and groundwater."

action is proposed for the site and the preferred remedy is

further characterization and excavation of contaminated soil. Deleted and inserted the following text in Section

The VOC contamination at the site reportedly will be 2.4.3.4, TPH, fourth paragraph, first sentence:
addressed in the VOC FS Addendum. Deleted "TPH constituents" and inserted "TPH-D and

TPH-G"

Recommendations

TPH: Describe the screening levels for TPH to which the text

of several paragraphs refers (e.g., for protection of ground
water and protection of surface water, but not for risks

associated with exposures to soil contaminants). Currently,
DTSC does not have guidance for use of generic human

health risk-based screening levels for TPH. On page 79,
revise the text to clarify that the TPH constituents were TPH

analyzed as diesel and as gasoline, If VOC5 and PAHs were
analyzed as TPH constituents, then report the results of those

analyses.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)
Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

48. Specific 2.4.4.4 80 VOCs: Report whether soil gas samples were collected in the During the RI, there were no soil gas samples collected
0 to lOft bgs soil interval. The presence of high levels of from the 0—10 ft bgs soil interval. During the recent
VOC5 in samples deeper than 10 indicates that VOCs may be POLI/SSG sampling effort, 16 soil gas samples from 5
expected to be present in the shallower interval, boring locations at depths ranging from 5—15 feet

were collected. Text was added to the VOC section

indicating whether soil gas samples were collected in
the 0—10 ft bgs soil interval.

Insert the following text in Section 2.4.3.4, VOCs, after
first sentence:
No soil gas samples were cotected from the 0— 10 ft
bgs soil interval.

Insert the following text in Section 2.4.3.4, VOCs, after
second sentence:
In the 5—15 ft bgs soil interval, 16 soil gas samples
from 5 boring locations were collected.

49. Specific 2.4.4.5 80 Indude VOC migration to indoor air as potentially significant As suggested, the following sentence has been added:
exposure pathway under some future land use scenarios.

"VOC migration to indoor air is a potentially significant
exposure pathway under some future land use
scenarios."

50. Specific 2.4.4.6 80 Describe the current use of the site. As suggested, the current site use has been added as
follows:

"The site is vacant at this time, awaiting potential use
by some future tenant through a lease arrangement
with McClellan Park."

51. Specific 2.4.4.7 80,81 Lead: a. As clarified, the lead spread model has been
changed to a "lead exposure" model instead of a

a. The DTSC LeadSpread model is a lead exposure model, "biokinetic" model.

not a biokinetic model as stated. Revise the text accordingly.
b. The text has been revised to include the blood lead

b. Report the blood lead levels associated with lead level of 17 ug/dL (99th percentile) for the child
concentrations in the 0 to 2 ft bgs interval. With lead residential scenario (0-2 ft bgs).
concentrations as high as 564 mg/kg in surface soil, blood
lead levels for a child receptor might exceed 10 ug/dI. Inserted the following text at the end of the paragraph

in Section 2.4.3.7:

c. Delete the phrase "for adverse affects" from the last

sentence. The estimated blood-lead level at the 99th percentile
for the child residential receptor is 17 ug/dL for lead
concentrations in soil at 0 to 2 ft bgs. The estimated

blood-lead level is above the target level of 10 ug/dL.

c. As suggested, the phrase, "for adverse affects", has
been deleted.
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Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

52. Specific 2.4.5.1 81 first SA 35 Discussion As suggested the size of the site and building 20 have
been added to the text, now section 2.4.4.1:

Site SA 35 consists of Building 20 and a paved parking lot on
the western half of the site. According to the lP FS, the "SA 035 is located in IC 25 in northern QUA and

exposure area is approximately 20,000 sq. ft. or about one- includes Building 20 and the surrounding parking lot.

half acre, including about 12,000 sq. ft. covered by Building The site covers approximately 20,000 sq. ft., or about

20, The exposure area for SA 35 was extended beyond the one-half acre, including about 12,000 sq. ft. covered by
site boundary to include a small area of contamination by Building 20."
bis(2-chloroethyl)ether and arsenic at the northwest corner of

the building and step-out sample locations north and
northwest of the building. The exposure area was also
extended east and south of the building to include three

sample locations. Though arsenic and bis(2-chloroethyl)ether
were estimated to pose a significant risk, no action is
proposed because of the limited extent of contamination. The
VQC contamination will be addressed in the VQC FS
Addendum. According to the QUA RICS Addendum risk
assessment, only acetone was detected in one of three

shallow soil gas borings.

Recommendations

Report the size of the se and the size of Building 20.

53. Specific 2.4.5.3 81-82 State in this section that no samples were collected beneath As suggested the following revision to the text has

the building, been added:

"Soil gas and groundwater samples were collected
around the exterior of Building 20 and analyzed for
VQCs during the Phase 2 RI and Data Gap
investigation conducted from 1996 to 1999. No
samples were collected from beneath the building."

TaskOrder29 Page 17 of 28 January2004



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 364 of 375

Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)
Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, MS.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
54, Specific 2.4.5.4 82 Metals: The occurrence of elevated concentrations of arsenic Text describing the results of additional sampling and

and lead (as well as copper and zinc) and cadmium among analyses performed by the Air Force in December
two sample locations is indicative of contamination. Also, the 2003 has been added as the third paragraphs of the
maximum concentration of arsenic, 12.4 mg/kg, was metals and SVOC subsections.
measured at the same location as SVOC contamination.
Rowever, according to the OU A RIGS Addendum, analytical In regard to cadmium and lead detected in samples
problems with method SW7060 included high spike recoveries from SA35SBOO3, the location of the borings are

so the reported concentration, 12.4 mg/kg, might be high. shown on Figure 2-10. A reference to the figure has
Cadmium was excluded as a contaminant although been added as the second sentence of the paragraph.

concentrations might have been underestimated as a result of ("Boring SA35SBOO3 is located west of Building 20 and

low spike recovenes. (Also, background for cadmium has not approximately 100 feet south of the nearest boring,
been established because background sample concentrations SA35SBOOI, as shown on Figure 2-10.") In addition,
were below detection limits.) Describe the nature of the all the the phrase "for protection of human health,
screening levels (e.g., human health risk, ground and surface groundwater and surface water" has been added after
water protection). In addition to referencing various "screening levels" in the last sentence of the second
background concentration and screening criteria to support paragraph of the metals subsection.
the conclusion that the contamination is not significant,
describe the distance between the sample locations and the
estimated area of impacted soil.

55. Specific 2.4.5,4 82 SVOCs. Describe the distance from the location of detected The following sentence has been added as the 2nd

bis(2-chloroethyl)ether to Building 20. Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether sentence of the 1st paragraph of Section 2.4.4.4,
is fairly volatile and the OU A RIGS Addendum showed it SVOCs: The location of boring SA35SBOO1 is shown

posed a potential indoor air risk if the 95% UCL of mean on Figure 2-10 and is within 10 feet of Building 20.

concentration were underlying a hypothetical residential (Also see the response to Specific Comment 54.)
structure.

56. Specific 2.4.5.4 84 Report the range of measured concentrations of VOCs in the The only measured concentration of VOC5 in the three

three shallow soil gas borings and identify the VOCs present shallow soil gas samples collected at SA 035 was from
in the highest concentration. boring SA35PROO1 as noted in the text The VOC

detected was acetone at 750 ppbv at 6.3 ft bgs. There
were no other detections of VOCs in this boring or the
other two borings. Therefore, there is no range of
measured VOCs to report.
The second sentence of the VOCs subsection has
been rewritten as follows: Only one detection of a VOC

was reported, acetone at 750 ppbv from SA35PROO1.

57. Specific 2.4.5.4 83 Figure 2-12 Show the location of the three shallow soil gas samples, or, at The location of SA35PROO1 has been added to Figure
a minimum, the location of SA35PROO1 in which VOC5 were 2-10.
detected.

58. Specific 2.4.5.6 84 Report the current use of the site. The following text has been added:

"The site is occupied at this time by a lease tenant

(Surewest Communications)."
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.
Response

A footnote was added to the table (now in Appendix A)
stating "The exposure point concentration for this VOC
in soil was estimated from a measured soil gas
concentration." In the table, acetone concentrations

have been included in the occupational scenarios.
However, the flux rate for acetone for the occupational
scenarios was not available in the RICS document.

60. Specific 2.4.5.7 88 Table 2-19d Exposure Concentrations, and Section 2.4.5.7, p. 85,
Identification of Chemicals of Concem. Report that data from

all investigations were used to revise exposure concentrations

for benzoic acid, bis(2-chloroethyl)ether, and bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate from those in previous assessments.
Review and revise the 95% UCL for bis(2-chloroethyl)ether in

the 0-2 ft bgs interval and explain why the maximum

concentration was used.

Inserted the following values for acetone for the
occupational scenano in the table:

Indoorair 9x10-6
Outdoor air: 3.1 x 10-7

The following sentence has been added as the last
sentence of the paragraph: SVOC data from the RI
and 2002 data gaps investigation were combined to
revise the exposure point concentrations shown on
Table A3-ld as compared to those presented in the
OU A RICS Addendum.

For the 0-2 ft bgs interval, the maximum (and sole)
detection of bis2cee was 0.462 mg/kg. The 95% UCL

for the lognormal distribution was 0,74 mg/kg.
Therefore, the maximum detected concentration was

used as the exposure point concentration. The 95%
UCL has been added to Table A3-ld.

61. Specific

62. Specific

2.4.5.7 95

2.4.5.7 98

Table 2-22 Using exposure concentrations from Table 2-19a, we could

not confirm the inhalation risks reported for bis(2-
chloroethyl)ether for the residential scenarios or the outdoor

occupational scenario. Review and correct the calculations as

appropriate. Also, the risk for the indoor occupational receptor

should be reported as an inhalation risk, not ingestion (the

value appears correct).

Table 2-23 Using the exposure concentrations from Tables 2-19a and 2-

19d, we could not confirm hazard quotients for inhalation
exposures to bis(2-chloroethyl)ether for all scenarios except
the indoor occupational scenario. This is apparently due to the

evaluation of bis(2-chloroethyl)ether as a particulate rather
than a volatile compound. However, the difference would not
significantly impact total hazard estimates for the site.

Similarly, we could not confirm inhalation or dermal hazard

quotients for benzoic acid or most hazard quotients for bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate, but these do not significantly impact the

hazard index.

The inhalation risk value for the indoor occupational
receptor was moved to the correct column on the table
(now in Appendix A). The bis2cee calculations have
been reviewed and are correct. Bis2cee was evaluated

as an non-VOC for the risk assessment presented in

the lP FS #1 and the ROD.

Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether was evaluated as a non-VOC in

the IP FS #1 and the ROD. No changes were made to
the table.
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Table 2-19a Revise the footnote to indicate that the soil concentration for

acetone was estimated from soil gas concentrations. The
bis(2-chloroethyl)ether soil concentrations were from soil data.

The concentrations presented in the table were consistent

with those reported in the OU A RICS Addendum. Include the
concentrations for acetone from modeling for the occupational

scenarios.



McClellan AR # 5488 Page 366 of 375

Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)
Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
63. Specific 2.4.5.7 94 In addition to total site risk, report cancer and non-cancer risks The cancer and noncancer risks for SA 035 for soil

associated with soil contaminants only. only have been added to the text as follows:

Future adult resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval): 2 x
10-3

Future adult resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval): 5
xlO-4

The potential noncancer risks are as follows:

o Future adult resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval): <1

Future adult resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval): <1

o Future child resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval): 2

Future child resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval): 1

64. Specific 2.4.5.7 103 First bullet To support the discussion, report the risk associated with bis(2- Additional information regarding the reduction in risk
chloroethyl)ether in soil when the produce pathway is when bis(2-chloroethyl)ether in the homegrown
excluded, produce pathway is excluded was included in the third

bullet in the "Uncertainty section. The text was revised
to include the following text at the end of the second
bullet

If the homegrown produce pathway associated with

bis(2-chloroethyl)ether is excluded, the adult

carcinogenic risk associated with this chemical of
concerned would be as follows:

o Future adult resident (0-2 feet bgs depth interval): 2.4
x 10-6
Future adult resident (0-10 feet bgs depth interval): 6.9
x 10-7

65. Specific 2.4.5.7 103 Basis for No Action. We recommend that the very limited area The following text has been added to reflect the
of contamination by bis(2-chloroethyl)ether be emphasized to additional sampling performed at this site:
support the preposal for no action at the site.

Potential future exposure of residents or workers to
near surface contaminated soil has been addressed at
this site through limited soil removal as part of
additional site characterization sampling. Results are
now non-detect for the organic bis2CEE, and the
arsenic levels are at background. As a result, at this

site no threats remain, and therefore no action is
necessary at this site.
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

66. Specific 2.4.6.6 104 SA 41 Discussion As suggested the current use of the site has been
added as follows:

According to information in the Environmental Site File, the
DTSC approved this site for no further investigation in 1996. 'The site is currently vacant, awaiting reuse by a future

No soil samples were collected at the site because no tenant through a lease arrangement with McClellan

suspected sources or disposal pointslareas were identified Park.'
and the site is reportedly completely covered by Building 54

and pavement.
According to the Visual Site Inspection Form (see Section 3 of
the Environmental Site File), there is a two-foot wide section of

exposed soil along the east side of building. This is

inconsistent with the description of the site as being entirely
covered. Because of the age of the building, lead-based paint

was cited as a potential issue but no lead survey or sampling
had been performed at the time of the inspection (April2000).
Prior to transfer for unrestricted use, it would be prudent to
sample the exposed soil for lead. [Note: Normal weathering
and chalking of paint can contribute to elevated lead in soil

even if the paint is not peeling orfiaking.] The Visual Site
Inspection Form also reported that the transformer outside the

south wall of the facility was not observed to be leaking and
no staining was observed on the transformer pad; therefore,

PCBs were not suspected contaminants at the site.

Screening shallow soil gas samples were collected around the
perimeter of Building 54 and VOCs were reported in six of

eight samples. However, only one sample was analyzed off-
site for confirmation by Method TO-14, and the detection of

aromatic VOCs in samples analyzed on-site were judged to be

false positives. Halogenated VOCs were positively identified in

the one definitive sample: 78 ppbv carbon tetrachloride, 18

ppbv 1,1,1-ICA, 2.6 ppbv ICE, 20 ppbv Freon 11, 28 ppbv
Freon 12, and 6.6 ppbv Freon 113. According to information in
the Environmental Site File, these soil gas concentrations

were compared with preliminary cleanup goals developed in
the October 1999 VOC FS for VOCs in soil gas and indoor air

exposures, The Environmental Site File identified a potential
information gap for the shallow soil gas indcor air exposure
pathway, and recommended that the site be considered in

Phase 2 or 3 Shallow Soil Gaps field sampling plans. Based
on concentraons reported for the one shallow soil gas
sample from the south end of the site and the current USEPA
soil gas screening model, the cumulative indoor air risk is not
expected to exceed 10-4 (USEPA version of the Johnson and

Ettinger soil vapor intrusion model, screening mode with
DISC toxicity criteria and default assumptions or McClellan-
specific soil properties). However, the USEPA Draft Guidance

for Evaluating the Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Pathway from

Ground Water and Soils lists risk-based, generic shallow soil
gas screening levels of less than I ppbv for carbon
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Response to Comments: Draft IP ROD #1 (7 Sites)

Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

tetrachlonde and benzene. (Benzene is representative of

aromatic VOCs but detections were deemed false positives in
screening soil gas samples.) The VOC FS for the site should
evaluate site VOC data and report multi-chemical risk.

Recommendations

Report the current use of site SA 41.

67. Specific 2.4.6.7 106 Basis for No Action: a. The following sentence has been added to the Basis
for No Action:

a. Revise the text to clarify that no soil samples were collected

and that VOCs were detected at low levels in shallow soil gas. "Soil gas screening found only low levels of VOCs and

therefore no soil samples were collected."
b. The text on page 104 stated that no risk assessment was
conducted. However, the text on page 106 indicted that a b. Text has been revised and added in Section 2.4.5.7

screening level risk assessment was conducted. Descnbe on to describe the screening process and human health
page 104 the screening process and human health risk criteria nsk criteria used to determine why SA 041 did not

that were used in the assessment, and identify the document require a risk assessment The first paragraph has
in which the screening risk assessment was reported. been revised as follows:

c. Report whether the site is under influence of any soil vapor According to the OU A RICS, site investigations

extraction system. revealed that activities within the building involved
minimal use of hazardous materials. In addition,
potential contaminant pathways were not identified
because the building had concrete floors with no

drains, and there was no visual evidence of
contamination noted. There was also no exposed soil

present around the building. Therefore, soil sampling
was not deemed necessary for the site. However,
shallow screening soil gas samples were collected
around the perimeter of the building. Confirmed

analytes were not reported at concentrations greater
than 500 ppbv. Since shallow soil gas samples did not
exceed 500 ppbv and soil sampling was determined to

not be necessary, contaminants of potential concern
were not selected during the screening level human
health risk assessment (FSP, 1995). Therefore, a

human health risk assessment was not performed for
the site.

c. Text has been added to section 2.4.5.1 to state:

"The site is not under the influence of any soil vapor

extraction system."
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68. Specific 2.4.7.1 106 SA 91 Discussion As suggested, the following text has been added
describing the size of the site and the pavement extent

This site is about 10 acres in size with the foundaben of a and history:
former warehouse covering more than half the site. The site

includes a 4.5-acre open storage area east of former Building The site is approximately 10 acres in size. The former

621. The storage area was used for PCB transformer storage warehouse covered more than half of the site, The site

and truck parking. Soil samples collected in an area in the also includes a 4.5 acre (paved) open storage area

center of the open storage area were analyzed for TPH-diesel, east of the building."

PCBs and pesticides. According to information in the
Environmental Site File, the DTSC approved this site for no "The entire area of the site, surrounding the building

further investigation in 1996. Subsequently, shallow soil has been covered by pavement since at least 1953."

samples were collected to further define the extent of low level

pescide (DDT, DDE) contaminafion. Only pesficides were
evaluated in the risk assessment presented in the lP FS. We
could not locate data for the one sample (location HAO1; OU A

RICS Appendix C) reportedly analyzed for metals and
SVOCs.

A shallow (<10 feet bgs) screening soil gas survey around the
perimeter of the building showed low levels of acetone, 1,1,1-
TCA and PCE. Definitive analysis of four of the soil gas
samples by Method TO-14 did not confirm 1,1 ,1-TCA or PCE.

However, low levels of acetone and Freon 113, and fuel-

related VOC5—toluene, 1,2,4-and 1 ,3,5-trimethylbenzene,
and xylenes—were measured and attributed to off-site

sources. According to the data quality objectives cited in the
Environmental Site File, because VOC5 were less than 500

ppbv in shallow soil gas, no further soil sampling was

warranted.

Recommendations

Report the size of the site and the relative area covered by the

foundation of Building 621. Clarity whether the enre area of

the site, beyond the building foundation, has been covered by
pavement and for what penod.
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Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response
69. Specific 2.4.7.1 106 As described in the text, soil sampling was determined to be Metals and PAHs were not identified as COPCs at the

unwarranted because of the detection of only low levels of site (OU A Preliminary Site Assessment, 1991).
VOCs in shallow soil gas. However, contaminants such as Although limited sampling for metals and PAH5 was
metals and PAHs would not be detected in soil gas sampling proposed in the OU A Sampling and Analysis Plan
and analysis. Provide the rationale why the open storage and (May 1992), the sampling was not performed.
truck parking areas east of the building were not sampled for Sampling in the open storage area was tailored to uses
metals and PAHs. identified during interviews (i.e., PCB transformer

storage and transformer oil handling) as described in
the second paragraph of Section 2.4.6.1.

The following sentence has been added as the fifth
sentence of the first paragraph in Section 2.4.6.3: In

the open storage area, sampling and analysis were
tailored to uses identified during interviews and as
described in Section 2.4.6.1.

The following text was added as the last bullet of

Appendix A, Section 4.5:
Only limited samples from the site were analyzed for
SVOCs and metals. This may result in underestimating
site risks.

70. Specific 2.4.7.4 109 VOCS: Revise the text to clarify whether all soil gas data were The text was revised to clarify that results from the so
less than 100 ppbv (only acetone reportedly detected) or 500 gas samples were all below 100 ppbv.

ppbv (no individual constituent). Report the time period
between the RI shallow soil gas sampling, during which PCE Inserted the following sentence after the first sentence

and 1,1 ,1-TCA were detected, and confirmation sampling (or in the first paragraph in the VOC section (2.4.6.4):
were the samples from the same sampling episode and were Analytical results from the soil gas samples indicated

subjected to confirmation by definitive analysis), that all constituents detected were less than 100 ppbv.

Changed "sampling" at the end of the third sentence to
"analysis performed at the same time".

71 Specific 2.4,7.6 109 Report the current use of the site. The following text has been added:

"The site is vacant at this time, the former foundation of

Bldg 621 has been demolished and the site is awaiting
redevelopment by some future tenant through a lease
arrangement with McClellan Park,"

72. Specific 2.4.7.7 110 Table 2-24 Select one format for reporting concentrations and statistically All tables, including Table A4-1, have been revised to
derived concentrations, and revise the table using one format present concentrations in a consistent format with only
consistently. We also recommend presenting a maximum of two significant figures.
two significant figures.
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Comment By: HERD — Barbara Renzi, M.S.

Table 2-24 Exposure Concentrations: Although the scope of our review The exposure concentration calculations were
did not included verifying all statistical analyses and estimation reviewed and no errors were found. The data sets did
of exposure concentrations, we could not determine how the not follow a normal or lognormal distribution; the
data for DDE and DOT in the 0 to lOft bgs interval could be normal distribution was used as a default assumption

normally distributed, particularly considering the relatively low based on the large size of the data set (83 samples).

detection frequencies (9/83 and 15/83, respectively) and large
number of values substituted by one-half the method detection
limit. We recommend that the exposure concentrations be
reviewed and revised as appropriate. [The reported 95% UCL

of the arithmetic mean (normal distribution) and the maximum
concentration for DDE were 0.0064 mg/kg and 0.47 mg/kg,
respectively. The 95% UCL and maximum concentrations for

DDT were 0.012 and 0.34, respectively. See also Comment 4.]

Exposure Assessment Revise the last sentence of the section The last two sentences of the last paragraph of the
to state that ground water beneath the site was not evaluated, Exposure Assessment subsection have been deleted.
rather than could not be evaluated, as stated. If there were no The groundwater risks have been evaluated and
ground water data for the vicinity of the site, then report this. added to the draft final ROD.

As agreed for OU A baseline risk assessments, ground water
risks were evaluated for each site if data were available for the

sfte or adjacent areas, regardless of the source of the

contamination.

Table 2-25,2-26 Define NA (not available?) in a footnote to each table. NA has been deleted from Tables A4-2 and A4-3.

76. Specific

77.

78.

Other

Other

2.4..7.7 116117

1.3 2

Table 2-27,2-28 We were not able to verify the risk and hazard estimates for

DDE in the 0 to lOft bgs interval. Apparently, the average
concentration was reported instead of the 95% UCL of the

mean (as per the IP FS Appendix G). Review and revise the
EPC in Table 2-24 and calculations for all scenarios as

appropriate.

Figures and Tables, Please enlarge Figures and Tables and
fonts to readable scale. We found the print to be too small to

be readable (e.g., Figures 2-4 2-9).

Second bullet For remedial actions at sites PRL S-14 and SA 3, the text

reported that field screening and/or laboratory analysis may
be used to guide excavation and resolve data gaps. Field

testing methods might not produce data of adequate quality
for risk assessment purposes. We strongly recommend that
data gaps and confirmation sampling be of adequate quality
for quantitative assessment of site risk.

The 95UCL concentration for DDE in the 0-10 ft depth
interval was corrected to 0.0 16 mg/kg in Table A4-1.
The risk calculations were done correctiy for the Draft

lP ROD #1 with the 95UCL concentration as the

exposure point concentration.

All figures and tables have been reviewed and

reformatted as necessary to improve readability.

The words "and resolve data gaps" have been deleted
from the bullet and an additional bullet has been added:

"EPA certified lab analysis will be used for data gap
resolution, confirmation sampling, and waste

characterization purposes."
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73. Specific 2.4.7.7 110

74. Specific 2.4,7,7 111

75. Specific 2.4.7.7 112,113

Response
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No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

79. Other 1.4 4 1st For sites PRL S-14 and SA 3, the text stated that a five-year The text has been revised to read:
review will not be required if the proposed remedial actions
are implemented. However, if remedial action is not "However, if the remedial action has not been
implemented or the objectives are not achieved in five years, implemented, the next 5 Year Review would include a
then, as stated in the text, a policy review may be conducted review of these sites. Specifically, the Technical
to ensure that the remedy is protective of human health and Assessment for each site would ascertain what actions
the environment Explain in the text how this determination of are still required and whether the remedy is protective
protectiveness will be made and whether a quantitative sk of human health and the environment. In the event the
assessment will be conducted to support the determination, remedial action cannot achieve the ROD RAO5, an

amendment to the ROD or a ROD Explanation of
Significant Differences (ESD) would be performed to

resolve the discrepancy."

80. Other 2.0 6 First Based on sfte descnpfions in the IP ROD #1 and other The text has been corrected to read "22" acres, instead

supporting documents, HERD estimated the total area of the of 92.

seven ses to be about 22 acres, not 92 acres. Review site
information and revise the last sentence as appropriate.
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No. Comment Type Section Page Paragraph Sentence Other Comment Response

81. Other 2.0 6 Third Describe current land uses at each of the seven sites, and As suggested, the current land use at each of the six
specifically state whether any of the areas adjacent to the CERCLA sites (and whether any of areas adjacent to
sites are used for residential or other sensitive uses. the sites are used for residential or other "sensitive
Alternatively, add these descriptions to the site-specific bullets uses") has been added to the specific bullets in
in Section 2.1.1. Section 2.1.1:

PRL S-014 - The site is unoccupied at this time,
awaiting some future tenant through a lease
arrangement with McClellan Park. None of the areas
adjacent to this site are used for residential or other

"sensitive" uses (such as day-care facilities, schools,

hospitals, etc.)

SA 003-The site is vacant at this time, awaiting
potential use by some future tenant through a lease
arrangement with McClellan Park. None of the areas

adjacent to this site are used for residential or other
"sensitive" uses.

SA 035- The site is occupied at this time by a lease
tenant (Surewest Communications). None of the areas
adjacent to this site are used for residential or other
"sensitive" uses.

PRL S-033 - The site is occupied at this time by a
lease tenant (Buetler Heating and Air Conditioning).
None of the areas adjacent to this site are used for
residential or other "sensitive" uses.

SA 041 - The site is unoccupied at this time, awaiting
some future tenant through a lease arrangement with

McClellan Park. None of the areas adjacent to this site
are used for residential or other "sensitive" uses.

SA 091 - The site is vacant at this time, awaiting

redevelopment by some future tenant through a lease
arrangement with McClellan Park. None of the areas

adjacent to this site are used for residential or other

"sensitive" uses.

For PRL S-040 the text is found in Appendix B, section
1.2.1:

"The site currently serves as a portion of the parking lot
for customers of the base exchange and commissary.
An area due north of the site (approximately 100'

away) provides dormitory housing for employees of
McClellan Park tenants who require temporary housing
white attending training sessions on base. No parcels
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adjacent to this site are used for residential or other

"sensitive uses (day-cares, schools, hospitals, etc.).

82. Other 2.4 21 Figure 2-5 Revise the pathway exposure pathway analysis for ecological The requested change has been made. No significant

receptors to show that none of the potentially complete ecological habitat was found during the initial

pathways listed in the matrix was evaluated in this FS [sic] ecological screening of sites conducted during the RI

(i.e., ROD) for the seven sites addressed. process, therefore these pathways are not complete.
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